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FORWARD

In response to S.B. 1828 passed by tHB Té&xas Legislature in Regular Session, 2003, thed State
Soil and Water Conservation Board presents thievewf its programs and activities. S.B. 1828 added|
§201.028 to the Texas Agriculture Code to providat the TSSWCB shall prepare and deliver to the
Governor, the Lieutenant Governor, and the Speakéne House of Representatives a report, not late
than January 1 and July 1 of each year, relatinbectatus of the budget areas of responsib#isjgmed

to the State Board including outreach programsjtgranade and received, federal funding appliedihar
received, special projects, and oversight of suil water conservation district activities.

The FY06 Expected Expenditure Summary is attacbetis report. Information on grants made to local
districts and other entities is incorporated witthe program section it involves. Federal granteired
for the Clean Water Act are provided in that settio

Attached, as an addendum of this report, is thesiBr@ontrol Program 2005 Annual Report. Section
203.056, Texas Agriculture Code, requires the Satard, before January 31 of each year, to submit 4
report of the activities of the Brush Control Pragrduring the immediately preceding year.

The Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Boar@sgiride in the accomplishments and remarkablg
progress that have been made in soil and watereoaatson in this state. Often environmental sucegss
are slow to be realized. We have realized and @reeported one success story that involves reducin
the level of Atrazine in several water bodies, ipatarly the Aquilla Reservoir in the Hill County-
Blackland SWCD.

However, we recognize there remains a continuirgjl@hge and an ongoing need to ensure our land hgs
the capability to produce food and fiber for futdrexans. Because of changes in land use, ownership,
technology, and population growth, the need fol soid water conservation programs will remain
critical. Texas has a finite number of acres tovigte for the needs and desires of citizens andovssi

and this places an ever-increasing demand on dtyiigliland. Farmers and ranchers face complex
decisions concerning the best ways to manage dixk uhe land available to them.

We believe that soil and water conservation progranust remain dynamic as land uses change anII
technology improves to make some conservation ipecimore capable of meeting demands on soil an
water resources. We also maintain the belief thatpurpose of the soil and water conservation pragr
is to promote the wise use of our renewable nattesburces and provide for the conservation ang
enhancement of the soil and water resources ofstate through and by the dynamic decisions oflloca
soil and water conservation districts which proradtee use of each acre of land within its capadslit
and treating it according to its needs.

From the beginning, the Texas State Soil and We&nservation Board and local soil and water
conservation districts have formed an organizatioinamework through which various complex
governmental conservation programs are delivereddal landowners and operators. This relationship|
has successfully been utilized to disseminate sauadagement techniques and practices to maintai
individual productive land uses to provide for tieeds of present and future generations.

—4

To the landowners of Texas, the individual soil avaeter conservation district directors, and the ynan
agencies and organizations assisting and workitly our programs, we offer our sincere thanks.
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

In the early history of the United States, thoseoived in agriculture often did not consider the
conservation of soil and water resources. Landckemed and put into farm production. When timel la
quit producing at a profitable level, the farmersrety moved on to new land farther west and stated
process over again. There was no need to be cwmtt&vith soil conservation, as there was a seeming|
unlimited supply of virgin land waiting to be tile This process continued through the 1800s atad in
the early 1900s. With the outbreak of World Waatmers in the Great Plains states were encourtaged
break out native grassland to grow wheat and dibmastuffs to feed the nation and the world. As a
result of these and other unwise management peacéind the fact that the farmlands were experigncin
long periods of drought, the 1930s produced somth@fworst dust storms the nation had ever seen
Clouds of dust rolled across the plains statesisgritlist storms through the south and into theonai
capital. At the same time, the nation was in thdsiof a great economic depression. The federa
government, seeking ways to put people back to vaok encourage conservation, created the Civiliar]
Conservation Corps and Soil Erosion Service. Tginotlhese mechanisms, demonstration projects wer
initiated to train technicians and to educate thielip in ways to conserve soil resources. Thesgnams
were successful in putting people back to work,lacked the local ties to establish lasting coreton
programs.

One of the early day leaders in the national effortontrol soil erosion was Hugh Hammond Bennett
from North Carolina. After graduation from the Maisity of North Carolina in 1903, Hugh Bennettkoo
a job with the Bureau of Soils in the United Stddepartment of Agriculture. Because of his expere
scientific knowledge and leadership ability, he \pas in charge of the Soil Erosion Service whewas
created in 1933. In 1935, P.L. (Public Law) 46 \wassed creating the Soil Conservation Serviceinvith
the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Hugh Benmhettame the first Chief of the agency. He soon]
became internationally known for his accomplishreentconservation work.

With the help of Congressman Buchannan from Colwnbexas, Hugh Bennett was able to persuadeé
President Franklin Roosevelt that the soil resaiafethis nation were being wasted. He convinted t
President that a Model Soil Conservation Act shdiddleveloped and sent to the governors of eatd sta
for passage by their state legislatures. The p&mwd this Model Act would be to develop prograrhs a
the state and local level to control soil erosion.

In 1936, such a Model Act was sent to the govermotis the endorsement of President Roosevelt. The
Model Act, developed in Washington, was patternédrahe Texas Wind Erosion Act, the Grass
Conservation Acts in the Northern High Plains aedain water conservation district law.

In 1937 legislation was introduced in the Texasitleture based on this Model Act. It is reportedttas
many as 25 different versions of this soil conskovalaw were considered before a final version was
passed. There was much heated discussion of tpoged legislation. When the final version was

Districts automatically on a county basis and m@danty Commissioners Courts the governing body. A
portion of the county tax was to be used to finaheeprogram and county agricultural agents wergeto
the administrative officers.

A number of agricultural leaders from across theteshad, by this time, become concerned about the

newly passed legislation. It was their opiniontthfathe responsibility for installing and mainmaig
conservation measures lay in the hands of the danters, the control of such a program should aéso b
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in their hands. As a result of these and othecewors, a group of landowners led by V.C. Marshall o
Heidenheimer, Texas, convinced the Governor to thetd 937 legislation.

Hard feelings among agricultural leaders resultednfthe attempt to pass this soil conservation law.
Under the leadership of Mr. Marshall, a concert#drewas made during the interim between legiskati
sessions to heal the old wounds and to put togethersion of a law that would be generally acabte
the farmers and ranchers of Texas. Mr. Marshghwoized a committee of leaders from across the stat
to promote the passage of a new Soil Conservatam. LHe traveled many miles at his own expenssg
seeking the views of agricultural leaders and priimgothe idea of the Soil Conservation District
Program.

The key points Mr. Marshall felt should be includedthe new law were that (1) farmers and ranchers
should determine whether or not a Soil Conservdiimtrict was needed and hold a local option etecti
prior to the establishment of the district; (2) fregram should be controlled by landowners; andh8
Soil Conservation Districts should have no taxintharity or the power of eminent domain.

In 1939 the Texas Legislature passed H.B. (HouBg 2 which incorporated those features and was th
first Soil Conservation Law for the state. The lensated the State Soil Conservation Board anadvatio
for the creation of the Soil Conservation Districtdr. Marshall was elected as the first Chairméthe
Soil Conservation Board and later resigned to bectima first Executive Director of the agency.

On April 30, 1940, the Secretary of the State idsQertificates of Organization for the first 16 [Soi
Conservation Districts paving the way for the pesgrwe now operate. Today, Texas has 217 local soj
and water conservation districts that encompase than 99% of the state.

As previously mentioned, the Model Act endorsedPibgsident Roosevelt was in part patterned after th
Texas Wind Erosion Act. Texas was already makibgngits to address soil conservation as a result
the “Dust Bowl” days of the 1930s. The "4 egislature in 1935 passed legislation authorizing
establishment of Wind Erosion Conservation Disttidthis law provided for the creation of distritts
“conserve the soil by prevention of unnecessargierocaused by winds, and the reclamation of land
that have been depreciated or denuded of soil dgores of winds.” Although a number of Wind Erosion
Control Districts were created, the passage oBiieConservation District Law in 1939 resultedhiose
districts becoming dormant.

In 1975, Governor Dolph Briscoe, by Executive Ordgesignated the TSSWCB as lead agency td
assume the planning and management responsilatitgantrol of agricultural and silvicultural nonpoi
source pollution as required by the Federal Wabtdiufon Control Act.

In 1981 the 6% Legislature passed H.B. 1436, which for the fiiiste codified the agricultural laws of
Texas. Title 7, Chapter 201 of this code contaiesgortion pertaining to Soil and Water Conservatio

In 1985 the 69 Legislature passed S.B. 1083 creating a Brushr@oRtogram in Texas and granting
new powers and responsibilities, without funding,the TSSWCB and Soil and Water Conservation
Districts under Chapter 203 of the Agriculture Code 1999, the TSSWCB received its first
appropriation in the FY00-01 biennium to controlteradepleting brush and trees, such as cedar anf
mesquite. The program received $9.1 million told&th a pilot project in the North Concho Watershed
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In 1993, the 7% Legislature passed S.B. 503 which named the TSS¥WERad agency to address water
quality issues relating to runoff from diffused,r@npoint sources resulting from agricultural aoe$try
operations. In 1999, the Legislature expanded tB8VWCB'’s environmental mission and appropriated
money to address water pollution from nonpoint sesirunder a separate, federally mandated program.

The leaders who framed the Texas Soil and Wates€&wation Law in 1939 recognized that landowners
and operators of private land constitute the bessource for the conservation of our renewablerahtu
resources. Without the support and willing partipn of private landowners and operators in the
development and implementation of soil and waterseovation programs there is little hope of success
Local soil and water conservation districts ledfamymers and ranchers who know the land and thd loca
conditions and problems have the means to devalopecvation plans that address each acre of lan
specific to its needs to solve or reduce the sgvefiits problems.

=

ORGANIZATION

Since inception, the TSSWCB has been governedvieybibard members, elected by delegates from eac
of five regions of the state’s 217 local soil andter conservation districts. Elections occur anyuet
regional conventions of the local soil and watenssvation districts, with members serving two-year
staggered terms. However, with the enactment of $8&8 by the 78 Legislature, two Governor
appointees join the five elected board membersréate a seven-member board. The two Governo
appointed positions are listed below. The term oé anember appointed by the Governor expires
February 1 of each odd-numbered year, and the oérthe other member appointed by the Governor
expires on February 1 of each even-numbered year.

=)

Elected State Board members must be 18 years ajragider; hold title to farmland or ranchland; arel
actively engaged in farming or ranching. The Gowerappointees must be actively engaged in thg
business of farming, animal husbandry, or othern®ss related to agriculture and wholly or partiyns
or leases land used in connection with that busjreesd may not be a member of the board of direabr
a conservation district.

The State Board elects its own Chair and genernaélgts every odd month, unless specific programs of
issues require more immediate action. The followiagshows the current Board members and showg
which State Board Region they represent.

Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Member Name Region Term Residence
Aubrey L. Russell #1 May 3, 2005 — May 1020 Panhandle
Reed Stewart #2 May 2, 2006 -y a2008 Sterling City
José O. Dodier, Jr. #3 May 3, 2005 — Magn7 Zapata
Jerry D. Nichols #4 May 2, 2006 — May 6, 200 Nacogdoches
W.T. “Dub” Crumley #5 May 3, 2005 — May 1,@0 Stephenville
Larry D. Jacobs Appointed June 20, 2005-February 1, 2006 tgomery
Joe L. Ward Appoohte  June 20, 2005-February 1, 2007 elefhone
STAFF

Mr. Rex Isom was named as the Executive Directodanuary 2004 and continues to carry out the
directives of the State Board and directing stHtires.
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We emphasize our agency philosophy as stated inStrategic Plan, “The State Soil and Water
Conservation Board will act in accordance with hinghest standards of ethics, accountability, edficly,

and openness. We affirm that the conservation ofnatural resources is both a public and a privatg
benefit, and we approach our activities with a dsepse of purpose and responsibility.” Mr. Isom, as
Executive Director, is leading the agency in thetation and expects all employees to follow tlead.

As of June 1, 2006 the TSSWCB employed 63 staffpfl@hich work in the Temple headquarters. The
remaining employees are field staff, either wogkiout of their homes or located in seven satellite
offices; five regional offices and two program sfiecoffices, located throughout the state. Due to
difficulty in recruiting engineers, two field engiar positions remain contracted. The following
organization chart shows the agency’s current &irac

The current structure of the TSSWCB now reflecferes to place more personnel in the field and away
from headquarters for a 70% to 30% ratio of Fieddspnnel to Headquarters personnel.

The regional office staff along with the progranegsific staff provides on-site technical assistatwe
farmers and ranchers. The field staff serves baison between the TSSWCB and local districts. The|
field staff also provides assistance to local dittr and district employees concerning operations
programs, and activities. The regional office st&iffl the program specific staff coordinates witl th
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQg@xd8s Cooperative Extension (TCE), and the
USDA'’s Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRBS$)rovide technical assistance to landowners tg
implement Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPS).
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State Soil and Water Conservation Board
Chairman Vice Chairman
Aubrey Reed José Jerry W.T"Dub® Joe Lamry
Russell Stewart Dodier, Jr. Nichals Crumiley Ward Jacobs
Executive Director
............... Rex Isom
I
Administrative Coordinator -
. Vicki Davis
: i 1- Edna Etheredge :
Headquarters Office ' Field Services
Statewide Program Support Local/St ide Program Support/Services
]
[ [ | [ I ]
Nonpoint Source Team Special Projects ?‘ma’mmw sWﬁlgn‘ am Support/ Brush Control Projects SWCD Program Support
M T i Pt Program Specilist V- Resources Reg =TT Suparvisor - | | areal
NPS Grant Coordinator - TJ Helton Administrative Assist.i-| | Program Specialist i - F Jack Fo!ﬁ v Shnny os;?.ld LR Sy DR
NPS Wﬂ«ﬂ;-d deht!mr - Marianna MeKown Oawn Heitman Areall
aran Wend - Program list IV - Joe Freeman
NPS Pmbﬁcmna i m::::-ﬂ’;@,:ﬂmr Program g:nn IV - Ben Wilde
rls ns
Engineer IV - chhan?tgg ‘m"' il list IV - Kendria Ray
Program g:lln IV - Adrian Perez
Fiscal Affairs Regional Office Coordinator Area IV It IV . "
Emﬁ'mgﬁ:mm S e Program list IV - Joel Clark
Accountant | - Mancy Stowell AreaV
Accountant | - Karen Freece Program list IV - Don Brandenberger
Fiscal Services - Amy Vamer Program list IV - Charlie Upchurch
Contract Specialist | - Yolanda Brown arlle Spchur
[ | | [ | ]
o R:fh':':: Office Poultry Mt Pleasant Regional Office | | Hale Center Regional Office | | Harlingen Regional Office Dublin Regional Office
Carter Miska Program S isor Il - Program Supervisor Ill - Program Supervisor |l - Program Supervisor IIl - Program Supervisor Il -
Engineer lll - Vacant Mark Cochran John O'Connor Judy Albus Andy Garza Steve Jones

Natural Resources Specialist IV -
Lawrence Brown, .
Watershed Coordinator -
[Brian Koch
Engineering Tech V -
Jashua Burditt
Engineering TechV -
Jeff Cerny
Admin, Assist. Il - Carrie Allen

Matural Resources Spec. Il -

Karen Holland

Natural Resources Spec. Il -

Barbara Stephenson

Engineer Il - Max Berry
MNatural Resources Specialist IV -
Andy Kuklish
Engineering Tech V-
Linda Mooney
Admin. Assist. | - Bevery Krause

Engineer Il - Dick Westerfeld
Matural Resources Specialist IV -
Glenn Baker

Engineering Tech.V -
Cody Mull
Admin, Assist. Il - Shelby Norfleet

Engineer Il - Contracted
Matural Resources Specialist IV -
Eduardo Mendez-Gonzalez
Planner | - Ronnie Ramirez
Engineering Tech V -

Fidencio Mesa
Admin, Assist. Il - Sylvia Silva

Englneer ili - Contracted

Natural Resources Specialist IV -
Jerry Lee

Natural Resources Speclalist IV -
Joe Ballard

Engineering Tech V - Todd Oneth

Admin, Assist. Il - Trecla Perales

SoiL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICTS

The TSSWCB performs many of its activities in cooation with the state’s 217 local soil and water

conservation districts. These local districts avhtipal subdivisions of the state, establisheatigh local

option elections of agricultural landowners. Didisi generally reflect county boundaries, but may al

follow river basin or watershed boundaries, depegain the desires of the local landowners.

The following soil and water conservation distmoap shows the current 217 local districts that cove

almost the entire state. That portion of the statein a soil and water conservation district i<ienedy

County and contains the privately owned King Raridie map also shows the grouping of the districts
into the five State Board Districts that respedyiveect a State Board member and shows the fialid s

that is assigned to work with each district withispecific area.
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Landowners within these local districts elect thnee fdistrict directors that comprise the districts
governing body or board of directors. This boardlioéctors administers the programs and activibies
the district. Representatives of the districts witkach region then elect the members of the Rated

through a series of convention

Districts do not have taxing authority and rely logally generated funds from various activities and
programs, federal assistance, county assistanckstmte assistance from the TSSWCB. The USDA
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) pesvichost of the federal assistance available tg
districts and through cooperative agreements pesvitechnical assistance to farmers and rancher

style-elections.

requesting assistance from the district.
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ANNUAL STATE MEETING OF SoiL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT DIRECTORS

The Annual State Meeting of Soil and Water Cond@aeDistrict Directors, required in §201.081, Texa
Agriculture Code, convened in Corpus Christi lastaDer. There were 141 districts represented, with
365 individual district directors that registered the meeting. The total registration was 876.

For the 2006 calendar year, the state meetinghisdsded for October 23-25 in Arlington.

DIRECTOR MILEAGE AND PER DIEM

Due to the reductions in staff at the headquaxtéiise, director mileage and per diem claims arg/ no
managed directly by districts. The TSSWCB sent adistrict 75% of their approved allocation (grant).
The remaining 25% will be used as a pool for angesmses not covered through the initial allocation
(grant). Field staff will approve each claim befgpayment to ensure claims are accurate and conigiy w
state statutes and guidelines. The FY06 state ppption for this program is $325,000.00.

DISTRICT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FUNDS

The TSSWCB 2006-2007 Appropriation revised thecatmn method for technical assistance funds. On
September 1, 2005, the TSSWCB began disbursingnitsadhassistance payments on a reimbursing basi
only. The FYQ6 state appropriation for this progriars1,036,241.00.

AGRICULTURAL WATER CONSERVATION GRANT

Sub-chapter H funds were appropriated to the TSSWaB the Agricultural Soil and Water Conservation
Account No. 563. Senate Bill 1053 enacted by thé F8gislature moved the bond that funded Accoumt$63 to
the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). Accouat 563 no longer exists and future funding for wias
Sub-chapter H grants will come from the TWDB in tbem of competitive Agricultural Water Conservatio
Grants. The TWDB adopted rules and developed & gmplication process for distributing the fundsnfrthe
fund. The TSSWCB, on behalf of districts, appliedie TWDB for grant funding to continue the water
conservation program previously supported by thechapter H program. Soil and water conservatistridis
(SWCDs) provide technical and planning assistao@gticultural producers for implementing consdorabest
management practices (BMPs) on their farms anchemc

The Texas State Soil and Water Conservation BAsB&\WCB) received an Agricultural Water Conservation
Grant of $115,000 from the TWDB for FY2004. Thedsrfrom the grant were allocated to eligible SWE&®Ds
support technical assistance in planning agricaltwater conserving BMPs on farms and ranches.

Eligible BMPs were those that directly or indirggiroduced water savings and those that reduceibera cause
of increased sedimentation of Texas’ surface wasgrvoirs.

The grant award of $115,000 supplemented approgign&050,000 in technical assistance funding atkxt#o
local SWCDs for support of planning and implemenm@gricultural water conserving Best Managementtites
(BMPs) on farms and ranches.

A total of 197 SWCDs statewide were eligible antlimg to participate in this program. The assismperformed
by these SWCDs has resulted in an estimated 34 aG&otential water savings for the State orapimately
2.97 ac-ft of water conserved for each state dejpant.

The TSSWCB received a second grant of $100,000/ 2085 under the program. Analysis of the water rsgwi
results are not yet complete, but 198 SWCDs pp#ted in the program the second year.
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DISTRICT CONSERVATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

District Conservation Assistance funds are appated to the TSSWCB from general revenue funds. Of
the 217 local soil and water conservation distriets6 districts request to receive an allocatiorargt)
from these funds. Local districts receive thesedfuas a dollar for dollar match for money that they
generate locally through various activities. Thealadistricts use this money to pay operationakeases.
The FYO06 state appropriation for this program i§&63864.00.

PROGRAMS & ACTIVITIES OF THE TSSWCB

The services and programs provided by the TSSW@jtaural Texas farmers and ranchers, but the
results of these services benefit all Texans. eikample, many of the flood control structures naaired

by soil and water conservation districts servertdqrt heavily populated areas from flood damagd, a
also prevent sediment from building up in suburbanking water supplies. Another example is the us
of best management practices, implemented thro&BWCB-certified water quality management plans,
to prevent pesticides, nutrients, and other comtanis from impairing Texas waters.

The agency is responsible for numerous naturauresacconservation efforts, the most prominent of
which is serving as the lead state agency for teegmtion, management, and abatement of nonpoint
source pollution resulting from agricultural antisultural, or forestry-related, activities. Agesult, the
majority of the agency’s programs and servicestairmprove and protect water quality. The TSSWCB
is also responsible for water conservation, or matentity. The major existing program addressing
water conservation is the Texas Brush Control Rrogalthough the agency is conducting preliminary
work on a new program that would provide assistaodeexas landowners who irrigate cropland from
both ground and surface water sources. The Wates&vation Taskforce, created by Senate Bill 1094
from Senator Duncan, issued a final report to tegislature recommending a state cost-share prolgeam
implemented through the TSSWCB to assist landowingraplementing best management practices that
conserve water resources. If the agency is askadly develop the new program by the Legislatutre,
would likely be patterned after the Water Qualitpddgement Plan Program created by Senate Bill 503
in 1993. Other responsibilities include preventidrsoil erosion, control of floods, maintainingth
navigability of waterways, the preservation of Wfkel protection of public lands, and providing
information to landowners regarding the jurisdingmf the TSSWCB and the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality related to nonpoint sourclytion. The TSSWCB has no regulatory functions;
all of the agency’s programs and services are VYafynn nature.

Clean Water Act, 8319(H) Nonpoint Source Grant Progam
Background

Congress enacted Section 319(h) of the Clean Watan 1987, establishing a national program to
control nonpoint sources of water pollution. Thro®ection 319(h), federal funds are provided thihoug
the EPA to states for the development and impleatiemt of the State’s Nonpoint Source Management
Program. The 319(h) funding in Texas is dividedndydetween the TCEQ and TSSWCB. The following
report provides an overview of TSSWCB'’s 319(h) pawg status and major ongoing activities.
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Sate Nonpoint Source Management Plan

An approved management plan is a requirement taivang 319 Grant funding. Because the State’s
overall Nonpoint Source Program is jointly admiersd between the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and the TSSWCB, bagkracies recently revised the Texas Nonpoint
Source Management Program Report for the years 2006gh 2010. The report, which went through
extensive public comment and review, was approyeithe® TSSWCB on September 15, 2005, and by
TCEQ on October 26, 2005. The document was catltliiy the Attorney General's Office and was
submitted by the Governor to the Regional Admiaistr for U.S. EPA Region 6 on December 15, 2005.
The document was approved by U.S. EPA Region Getnuary 10, 2006.

Project Management

There are currently 66 ongoing 319 projects (Attaeht 2). The $25 million provided to these projects
through Clean Water Act, 8319(h) Nonpoint Sourcar®s between 2000 and 2005 is being utilized to
abate NPS pollution from poultry operations andidgj runoff of atrazine from cropland, salt cedar,
watershed planning, groundwater quality improvemassessing sources of bacteria, educational
programs for the forest industry, and many othejguts (Figure 1). Quarterly reports for ongoing
projects were received on January 15, 2006 and Apyi2006. To date, project reports have been
received for 100% of the projects. These repogsatered semi-annually into EPA’s Grant Reporting
Tracking System. The TSSWCB also conducts finaraidits on one 319 projects each quarter. During
the 1st quarter of FY2006, an audit was conductethe Delta SWCD 319 project on October 14, 2005.
Several projects with the Texas A&M University Systwere audited during the 2nd quarter of FY2006.

Groundwater Admin.  Bacteria Silviculture Education .
4% 4% 3% 3% 1% Dalry
25%

Watershed
Protection Pla
4%

Technical
Assistance
8%

Saltcedar Atrazine Runoff

9% Abatement
Poultry . 19%
10% Other (Imi)gi;:entatlon)
Figure 1.0 TSSWCB active federal 319(h) grantd6r2000 — FY 2005.
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD (TMDL) PROGRAM

The 1972 federal Clean Water Act (CWA) 8303(d) rezpiall states to identify waterbodies that do not
meet water quality standards and are not suppadttieig designated beneficial uses. Each state must
submit an updated list of these impaired watertmdialled the 303(d) List, to the U.S. Environménta
Protection Agency (USEPA) every two years. Oneeg@ll on the 303(d) List, a state must develop a
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for the particulgollutant that is causing the impairment. This
TMDL defines the amount of that pollutant that wately can assimilate and still meet water quality
standards and support its designated beneficial uBased on this environmental target, a state the
develops an Implementation Plan (IP) prescribirgyrtieasures necessary to mitigate anthropogenic
(human-caused) sources of that pollutant in tha¢teady. The TMDL and the IP together serve as the
mechanism to reduce the pollutant, restore theuiél of the waterbody and remove it from the 303(d)
list. USEPA must approve the TMDL, but the IP ordguires state approval.

In Texas, the responsibility to develop TMDLs isusd between two state agencies — the Texas State
Soil and Water Conservation Board (TSSWCB) andrgseas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ). TCEQ is the lead agency for protectingd®xvater quality. Except that, responsibility for
managing nonpoint source (NPS) pollution is shavigd TSSWCB. TSSWCB is the lead agency in
Texas responsible for planning, implementing andagang programs and practices for abating
agricultural and silvicultural NPS pollution. TCEg@ministers the NPS program for all other forms of
NPS pollution including urban, commercial and resiihl.

TSSWCB is actively engaged in the implementatiosesferal approved TMDLs and IPs with
agricultural or silvicultural NPS components:

* Aquilla Reservoir — Atrazine (Approved 2002)

* E.V. Spence Reservoir — Salinity (Approved 2001)

* North Bosque River — Nutrients (Approved 2002)

TSSWCB is collaborating with stakeholders on theetlgpment of IPs for TMDLs approved by
TSSWCB and TCEQ and forwarded to USEPA for fingdrapal:
» Lake O’ the Pines — Dissolved Oxygen (Approved 2006

Additionally, TSSWCB is actively involved in the vildopment of TMDLs for waterbodies impaired, at
least in part, by agricultural or silvicultural Np8llution:

 Adams and Cow Bayous — Bacteria, Dissolved Oxyged,pH

» Arroyo Colorado — Dissolved Oxygen

» Atascosa River — Bacteria

* Buck Creek — Bacteria

* Clear Creek — Bacteria

» Colorado River below E.V. Spence Reservoir — Sglini

» Copano Bay and Aransas and Mission Rivers — Bacteri

» Dickinson Bayou — Dissolved Oxygen

* EIm and Sandies Creeks — Bacteria and Dissolvedj€xy

* Gilleland Creek — Bacteria

* Guadalupe River above Canyon Lake — Bacteria

* Leon River below Proctor Lake — Bacteria

* Lower San Antonio River — Bacteria
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* Oso Bay and Oso Creek — Bacteria and Dissolved @xyg
» Peach Creek — Bacteria

» Upper Oyster Creek — Bacteria and Dissolved Oxygen

» Upper Trinity River — Bacteria

Various TSSWCB Programs, such as the CWA 8319(18§ BRant Program or the WQMP Program,
target these waterbodies for abatement projediedasal and/or state funding becomes availablees&h
programs are described in detail in other sectidribis Semi-Annual Report. Many of these wateresd
have projects currently in progress implementiregpces to prevent and abate agricultural and
silvicultural NPS pollution. For more informatiam the TSSWCB Total Maximum Daily Load
Program, visit our website http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/programs/tmdl.html

WATERSHED PROTECTION PLAN (WPP) PROGRAM

Watershed protection planning is a process to devahd implement a locally driven Watershed
Protection Plan (WPP) designed to protect unimgasteface waters from pollution threats and restore
impaired, polluted surface waters. This mechaniddresses complex water quality problems that cross
multiple jurisdictions. WPPs serve as tools todrdttverage the resources of local governments ated
federal agencies, and non-governmental organiztMPPs integrate activities and prioritize
implementation projects based upon technical naadtbenefits to the watershed, promote a unified
approach to seeking funding for implementation, em@dte a coordinated public communication and
education program.

WPPs have a variety of ingredients and can takeyrfitams. The Texas State Soil and Water
Conservation Board (TSSWCB) sponsors WPPs whidizeiguidelines promulgated by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in 2003 tiescribe nine elements fundamental to a
potentially successful plan.

TSSWCB provides technical and financial assistaodecal stakeholder groups in developing and
implementing WPPs through four mechanisms. On&WGEB Regional Watershed Coordinators
provide technical assistance to local stakeholdaupgs developing WPPs throughout their service.area
Currently, the Wharton Regional Office is pilotittgs method in Southeast and South Central Texas.
Two, TSSWCB provides financial assistance throlghGWA 8319(h) NPS Grant Program to entities
facilitating the WPP process in watersheds withi§icant agricultural or silvicultural nonpoint sme
(NPS) potential. Three, TSSWCB staff provide techinassistance to facilitating entities engaged in
WPP projects funded by other entities such as &3 Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ).
And four, TSSWCB partnerships with Texas Coopeeaixtension and the Texas Water Resources
Institute are resulting in the development of tragrprograms for local stakeholder groups, sucthas
Texas Watershed Steward Program and the Texas ShatePlanning Short Course.

WPP projects sponsored by TSSWCB include:
» Concho River — Upper Colorado River Authority
» Lake Granger — Brazos River Authority
* North Bosque River — Brazos River Authority
* Pecos River — Texas Cooperative Extension and Téheer Resources Institute
* Plum Creek — TSSWCB Wharton Regional Office andabe&ooperative Extension
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TSSWCB is patrticipating in TCEQ sponsored WPP ptsjas well:
» Arroyo Colorado — Texas Sea Grant
Bastrop Bayou — Houston-Galveston Area Council
Caddo Lake — Northeast Texas Municipal Water Qistri
Dickinson Bayou — Texas Sea Grant
Hickory Creek — City of Denton
Lake Granbury — Brazos River Authority and TexagéWV&esources Institute
Upper San Antonio River — San Antonio River Autipri

There are several other WPP projects across tteevghach are funded and sponsored by other agencies
which may or may not accommodate USEPA's nine el&snel SSWCB is participating in these projects:
* Armand Bayou — Texas Sea Grant and Trust for Paline
» Caney Creek — Caney Creek Conservation Foundation
Lower and Middle Brazos River — Brazos River Auttyor
North Central Texas (Five Reservoirs) — Texas WREsgources Institute and Tarrant Regional
Water District
Nueces River — U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Upper Colorado River — Colorado River Municipal \&faDistrict

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural 8iPollution, WPPs will implement components of othe
TSSWCB Programs, such as the WQMP Program or tashBtontrol Program. Additionally, the CWA
8319(h) NPS Grant Program can serve as a fundimgsdo implement the agricultural and silvicultura
components of WPPs. These programs are descnibeetail in other sections of this Semi-Annual
Report. For more information on the TSSWCB WatedsRrotection Plan Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/programs/watershed. ht

Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) Program

In 1993, the Texas Legislature passed Senate B8lthat directed the TSSWCB to implement Water
Quality Management Plans (WQMPSs) in Texas. Thenagéas implemented more than 6000 WQMPs
since the inception of the program.

The WQMP Program is administered from five Regio@dfices around the state. A poultry WQMP
office will open in Nacogdoches in January 2005 Regional Offices are:

* Dublin Regional Office

* Hale Center Regional Office

» Harlingen Regional Office

* Mount Pleasant Regional Office

* Wharton Regional Office

* Poultry Program Office (Nacogdoches)

A WQMP is a site-specific conservation plan devebbpthrough (and approved by) SWCDs for
agricultural or silvicultural lands. The plan indks appropriate land treatment practices, productio
practices, management measures, technologies dications thereof. The purpose of WQMPs is to
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achieve a level of pollution prevention or abatetragtermined by the TSSWCB, in consultation with
local soil and water conservation districts, tlsatansistent with state water quality standards.

The TSSWCB selected requirements for a WQMP basethe criteria outlined in th&ield Office
Technical Guide (FOTG), a publication of the United States DepartmentAgfriculture's Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).

Nutrient management must be included if nutrienésagplied. If an animal feeding operation is iweal

(such as an unpermitted dairy), a WQMP will be pkoh with practices that individually or in
combination with other practices will properly mgeaanimal wastes. Waste utilization will be
considered when agricultural wastes are applieés@ WQMPs also have subcomponents for irrigatior]
waters, erosion control, and are flexible enougtatier to a wide range of operating systems.

Agricultural and forestry landowners may enter ititese cooperative agreements with their locatidist
to control nonpoint source pollution from their opgons. While the decision to develop a plan is
voluntary, landowners have many reasons to do Bbese plans provide for landowners to use bes
management practices in their operations to proteeir most precious agricultural resources by
controlling erosion, conserving water, and protegtivater quality. In addition, certified plans bawe
same legal status as Texas Commission on Enviraah@oality (TCEQ) point source pollution permits,
without having to go through that agency’s regubatorocess. Landowners may also receive financia
incentives to help pay for implementing these plans

It should be noted that an animal feeding operditia is required by law to operate within the coes
of a water quality permit issued by the TCEQ malpaoticipate in the TSSWCB program.

Water Quality Management Plans are especially usafanimal feeding operations. Depending onrthei
size, animal feeding operations may be regulated ©®Q as a point source or are unregulated ang
eligible for the TSSWCB'’s voluntary program. Gealbr, these feeding operations are classified
according to the number of animals they have, tafed as “animal units”; however, TECQ has adopted]
rules that provide if you have or exceed a certaimber of animals, you will be regulated. Animal
feeding operations with more than the number ofais listed in TCEQ rules must apply for a permit.
Most animal feeding operations in Texas are najdagnough to require a permit, which makes this
program critical to protecting Texas’ water quality

In developing the Water Quality Management Plae, T5SWCB, SWCDs, and the USDA Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) provide teahassistance to help the landowner meet the
criteria of the plan. A plan establishes practieesl installations on the farm that adhere to bes
management practices specific for that area. Hm®ws installations that a plan calls for dependte
operation. A farm may include a combination ofptamd, dairy cows, poultry, hogs or cattle.

These plans may also include erosion control meassuch as terraces or grass waterways; or they mg
address nutrient management to help landownersl awair-fertilizing their land, or over-applying amal
waste. Although a plan will take into consideratieach farm’s unique components, all WQMPs
generally attempt to control erosion, conserve waied protect water quality.

Upon TSSWCB certification of a WQMP, a landownerynagply for a financial incentive that will help
pay for implementing the plan. Local districts bavarying rates for sharing the cost of plan
implementation, however cost-share may not exc&8€ with a maximum $10,000 grant limit per plan.
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Landowners receiving financial incentive have agpnately are now given a specific time period to
implement conservation practices, otherwise, tapplications are cancelled automatically and thnelu
are reallocated to another plan. This approachfabpevill reduce the amount of lapsed funds.

The TSSWCB allocates money to local districts foamcial incentives based on whether the area hal
impaired water bodies as determined by TCEQ, dhef TSSWCB had previously designated it as aj
priority. Most of these financial incentives wexgpropriated from General Revenue funds. Somesplan
received financial incentives from federal fund&at& appropriations provided to local districtsd=vi05
amounted to $2,226,042.00 to carry out a WQMP sbate program in their district.

7

In addition to certifying WQMPs to ensure that thestp abate nonpoint source pollution, the TSSWCB|
monitors WQMPs to ensure they are properly implemekn Each year, the TSSWCB conducts statug
reviews on a minimum of 10% of the plans. Additibm@chnical assistance may be offered to a
landowner when a WQMP is found noncompliant. In tidikely case that the landowner does not
achieve compliance with the WQMP, the TSSWCB mapeddy the plan.

During FY03, the WQMP Program was administered fittha TSSWCB office in Temple. The staff
reductions in the FY04 budget made it necessarytherprogram to be reorganized and the Regiona|
Offices activities are now coordinated through tHarlingen Regional Office. Additionally, plan
certification authority was shifted from the Templeadquarters to each regional office. This chasge
already expediting the certification process anduceng postage expenditures, while maintaining the)
integrity and standards of the program.

The last adjustment involved the complaint procedsch was also administered out of the headqgusarter
office during FY03. Headquarters office no longes tan individual to do complaint inspections and al
complaints are investigated from the appropriatgiéteal Office.

Current Status

A total of 679 water quality management plans vweemtified in FY-06. As of April 30, 2006, the
deadline for districts to obligate FY-06 cost-shianeds, $1,746.119.00 had been obligated in the 5
priority areas of the state. This represents 8%7%ue total allocation. These funds must be expdriay
August 2008.

Applications for cost-share assistance approveéti®4 will expire in August 2006. Indications aleat
the amount of lapsed funds from the FY-04 cyclé el significantly lower than in previous years.

Poultry Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) Initiative

In 1994, the Texas State Soil and Water ConservaBoard (TSSWCB) began assisting poultry
operations with the establishment of the North@astas - Senate Bill 503 Cost-share Area. Sincel, 199
over $300,000 of WQMP Program funding has beenigeavannually to six soil and water conservation
districts (SWCDs) in Northeast Texas to addressnahifeeding operations (AFOs). Shelby SWCD
began receiving SB 503 funds in FY 2005.

In 1995, the TSSWCB initiated three federal Clearat&w Act, 8319(h) projects to demonstrate
composting as a means for dead bird disposal, bstfifgs, and proper land application of poultityeli.
In 1996, the TSSWCB expanded its efforts by initigita composting and marketing project. This effor
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to promote the installation of composters and otheans of mortality management on poultry farms
resulted in accelerated WQMP development.

In 1997, the Texas Legislature passed Senate ®il0,1which required all poultry farms to have a TEE
approved method of dead bird disposal. The law &ftect in March 1998. However, the rules weré no
adopted and did not take effect until fall 1999.was during this time that requests for poultry-WExs
significantly increased due to pursuit of cost-shtor mandated mortality management. This activity
intensified the TSSWCB'’s poultry initiative.

In 1999, in response to water quality concerns #nad initiation of TMDL development in the Big
Cypress/Lake O’ the Pines watershed, the TSSWCRrbaging 8319 funds for cost-share in the area ir]
addition to the Senate Bill 503 cost-share fundsaaly directed to the watershed. Due to risingceors

in nearby watersheds, the TSSWCB also included Shen Rayburn and Toledo Bend Reservoir
watersheds in its initiative in 1999. The TSSWC®anded the poultry initiative again in 2001 to the
Gonzales area.

Beginning in 2001, seven soil and water conseraadistrict (SWCD) technicians were employed under
federal Clean Water Ag319 contracts to develop WQMPs in poultry producargas. Six of those
contracts expired in 2004 and the seventh expirédarch 2005. An eightf319 district technician was
hired in 2003 with the Shelby SWCD and that cortradl expire in March 2007. Three SWCD
technicians were hired with state funding from S84 and those projects will expire in August 2006.
June 2006 another SWCD technician was hired witl S8 funds, and another is pending, to help with
WQMP development for the Sanderson Farms expansiothe Waco area. Those contracts are
scheduled to extend through August 2007. As ctlyrerontracted, only 5 SWCD technicians are
available statewide to assist with poultry WQMP @lepment and review during FY 2006 and only three
technicians will be available into FY 2007.

In 2001, the 77 Legislature passed Senate Bill 1339, which reguak poultry facilities in Texas to
operate in accordance with a WQMP certified by TT®SWCB. The review and certification process
assures the plan includes appropriate practicesagement measures, and schedules of implementation

This law provides a staggered-schedule of deadlwyeshich each producer, depending on their initial
date of operation, must have requested the developraf a WQMP from their soil and water
conservation district. Any commercial poultry figgi constructed after January 1, 2002 is requi@d
have a WQMP prior to the receipt of any birds.

Currently, the TSSWCB is aware of 1484 total dtieli poultry farms, of which 1374 (93%) currently
operate under a certified WQMP. The TSSWCB estes#hat 45 farms need to request a plan befor¢
January 2008. The other estimated 65 farms haeady requested a plan and those plans are inugario
stages of development. However, there is an oggeimllenge of identifying new poultry farms
continually being constructed and put into produttand locating other poultry farms not yet ideetlf
Sanderson Farms has announced it will need ab&@uhé&® contract farms in the Waco area to supply g
new processing plant scheduled to open in Augu8720rSSWCB stalff is already developing WQMPs
for some of these proposed new farms.

Due to changes made by the U.S. Environmental &roteAgency (EPA) to the federal regulations for
concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOSs), Tlhgas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) adopted a rule change in 2004 that requdrgditter poultry operations larger than 125,000
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broilers or pullets, 82,000 layers or breeders5®000 turkeys to operate under a water qualitynger
Prior to this change in the federal regulationg-ldter poultry operations were not required tovba
permit. The requirement for a permit was initialgheduled to become effective in April 2006.
However, due to a federal court decision by the. @'$Circuit Court of Appeals in February 2005, the
EPA issued a notice that the date by which a pemugt be obtained has been extended to July 3%, 200
Also in compliance with the court decision, the ERAeased additional proposed rule changes in Jun
2006. There will be a 45-day comment period alevith nation wide public meetings to receive
comments. Under the proposed new rule, farmsdbatot actually discharge wastes to waters of thg
U.S. are not required to apply for permit coverdbgereby eliminating the need for dry-litter opeyas to
apply. However, TCEQ's rules are still in effee@ngling that agency’s decision to change their rtdes
be consistent with EPA’s. TSSWCB estimates betw&#nh500 existing dry poultry operations would
meet the current TCEQ requirements for a permite durrent CAFO rule adopted by TCEQ recognizeg
that poultry operator's existing WQMP meets theamt of the technical requirements required by a
permit. The TSSWCB staff has a new guidance doatyraupplemental Guidance - Pollution
Prevention Plans for Dry-Litter Poultry Operations Applying for General Permit Coverage, to assist
poultry producers in utilizing their existing WQMRs a component to the general permit if needed
TSSWCB will perform status reviews on 20% per yefathe permitted operations that use WQMPs as §
permit component. TSSWCB will transmit information each of these status reviews to TCEQ on §
quarterly basis. Noncompliant producers will biemeed to TCEQ under an existing process.

1%

In FY 2006, the TSSWCB Poultry Office, located imddgdoches, continues to develop, update, angl
review Water Quality Management Plans for poultrgducers and provide assistance with all issueq
related to the Poultry WQMP Program. The PoultrggPam Supervisor and two Natural Resource
Specialists staff the office. Approximately 6756%) of the estimated 1484 dry-litter poultry farms
Texas are located in an eight-county area surrogntiacogdoches. Approximately 66 (10%) of the
farms in those counties still need a WQMP developddhe office also assists other soil and water
conservation districts in the state with poultry YR development as needed.

The following is a summary of the status of farnagesvide needing a WQMP that TSSWCB is currently
aware of:

Date Due Status Number of Farms

Prior to Bird  Not Signed-up 51l@anderson Farms in Waco Area)

Placement Plans in Progress ($hnderson Farms in Waco Area)
Plans certified GSanderson Farms in Waco Area)

1/1/2002 Not Signed-up 0

1/1/2002 Plans in Progress 0

1/1/2003 Not Signed-up 0

1/1/2003 Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 1

1/1/2005 Not Signed-up 0

1/1/2005 Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 0

1/1/2008 Not Signed-up 45

1/1/2008 Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 49
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Unknown Not Signed-up 0

Unknown Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 15
Subtotal: 230
Unknown Additional Gonzales area farms* 30

* One integrator in the Gonzales area has indicapgoximately 30 farms that are or have been wetations and required
permits will now convert to dry operations and wided WQMPs.

NORTH BOSQUE RIVER WATERSHED INITIATIVE

In 1998 the North Bosque River (Segments 1226 @&%&)lwas included in the Texas CWA 8303(d) List
of impaired waters under narrative water qualigngiards related to nutrients and aquatic plant girow

In February 2001, the TCEQ adopted Two Total Maxmidaily Loads for Phosphorus in the North
Bosque River for segments 1226 and 1255.

The TMDLs concluded that:

Use of the two segments was “impaired” by heyels of nutrients.

The nutrient of principal concern was solulelactive phosphorus (SRP)

Reduction of SRP of approximately 50% wouldliee the potential for problematic
algal growth in the river.

The major controllable sources of nutrientenNorth Bosque River basin were
municipal wastewater treatment plants (WWTa?g) NPS pollution from dairy waste
application fields (WAFs).

In December 2002, both the TCEQ and the TSSWCBtadodn Implementation Plan for Soluble
Reactive Phosphorus in the North Bosque River \§a&gt. The four basic elements of phosphorus
control identified in the plan were:

Phosphorus application rates in WAFs.

Reduced phosphorus diet for dairy cows tocediie phosphorus content of dairy
wastes.

Removing approximately half of the dairy-gexted manure from the North Bosque
River watershed for use or disposal outsiddefwvatershed.

Effluent limits on phosphorus for municipalstewater treatment plants.

Before and since the adoption of the Implementa®iam, the TSSWCB TMDL Program has been
actively working on numerous projects and progradesigned to assist the agricultural community in
meeting its recommendations and requirements. n"Giéater Act 8319(h) Grant Program funding has
been used extensively to assist in the developamhtmplementation of the North Bosque River TMDL.
Currently, seven CWA 8319(h) are actively assistivgimplementation of the North Bosque River
TMDL. All of the efforts explained in the followindiscussions are in support of the TMDL and the
Implementation Plan.
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DAIRY MANURE EXPORT SUPPORT (DMES) PROGRAM

The TSSWCB initiated the Dairy Manure Export SupgBMES) program in an effort to bring an
innovative solution to the problem of elevated gitasus levels in the North Bosque and Leon River
Watersheds. The DMES program offers financial miges to commercial manure haulers to support the
transport of raw manure from dairy farms in the tNddosque and Leon River Watersheds to commerciall
composting operations. The raw manure is thenorga through a composting process so it may be put
to beneficial use. Entities such as the Texas Deyeat of Transportation and municipalities, as \asl|
agricultural producers and the general public areesof the target purchasers of the composted ptodu
The TCEQ, TSSWCB'’s partner in the overall regiguralgram, provides rebates to these target
purchasers to facilitate the development of a susbde market. The export of this surplus manares(

the nutrients contained in the manure) will heldrads concerns regarding potential NPS water gualit
impacts associated with traditional on-farm langl@ation of manure in the region.

Overall DMES program management is controlled tghothe TSSWCB. The TSSWCB has contracted
everyday activities to the Texas Institute for ApglIEnvironmental Research (TIAER) at Tarleton &tat
University. In April 2001, TIAER subcontracted nyasspects of the program to the Foundation for
Organic Resources Management (FORM), which wasicepl by imanage, LLC in July 2003. Through
FORM, and later imanage, LLC, the DMES programifeen managed at the local level through a
DMES program office located in Stephenville, Texasie TSSWCB has contracted TIAER to manage
the program through September 30, 2006..

Participation requirements for dairies include lgdimcated in the North Bosque and/or Leon River
Watersheds. Dairies must have (or have appligdafdiSSWCB—certified Water Quality Management
Plan or a TCEQ water quality permit and an approwgdent utilization plan. Each composting fagili
must be compliant with all state regulations regagdompost facilities and be approved for paratign
in TCEQ’s Composted Manure Incentive Project (CMIRjanure haulers must attend a workshop
convened by the TSSWCB'’s contractor and obtainnel@enumber from the Texas State Comptroller
and authorize direct deposit.

Individual hauling jobs are coordinated through mrarhaulers that make arrangements with dairies and
commercial composting operations. A manure hatderpletes a job notification form, which is then
submitted to the DMES office for approval. Oncerapal is received, the manure hauler performs the
work and submits an invoice to the DMES office, evhis signed by a representative of the dairy,
accompanied by load tickets signed by a represeatat the composting facility, and a scale tictaat

each load. The DMES office prepares semi-monthiplbarsement request summaries, has them
approved by TIAER, and then submits them to theWWESB for payment. Because the TSSWCB is
using Clean Water Act 8319(h) funding from the UESvironmental Protection Agency (EPA), the
TSSWCB must then request that the funds be reldas@dEPA to the TSSWCB. The TSSWCB then
issues reimbursements via direct deposit to theuneamaulers.

The initial goal of the DMES program was to ex®#00,000 tons of manure from participating dairy
farms during in a three-year project period fromvBimber 2000 through October 2003. That benchmark
was exceeded in less than two years. Based onnmgmgdunds, the DMES program was projected to end
in September 2005. However, an additional appatipn from the 79th Texas Legislature and a CWA
8319(h) grant through the TSSWCB will enable thgjgmt to be phased out at a reduced reimbursement
rate over the course of an additional year.
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As of May 31, 2006 more than 985,000 tons of mahasebeen hauled to commercial composting
facilities. It is estimated that this prevented ldved application of more than 3 million Ibs of giphorus.

COMPREHENSIVE NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (CNMP) PROGR AM

The TSSWCB Comprehensive Nutrient Management Pign@NMP) Program was developed in
response to a control measure recommended in ghlerdmentation Plan for the North Bosque River Total
Maximum Daily Load for Soluble Reactive Phosphoitise implementation plan recommended that
dairy producers in the watershed voluntarily depedad implement a CNMP, however, the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) adoeadle that makes the recommendation a
requirement. This program is confined to the N&tisque River Watershed by TSSWCB rule.

A CNMP is a resource management plan containingaping of conservation practices and
management activities which, when combined intoraservation system, will help ensure that both
agricultural production goals and natural resowacerns dealing with nutrient and organic by-poisiu
and their adverse impacts on water quality areeaeltl. A CNMP incorporates practices to utilize aadim
manure and organic by-products as a beneficiaureso The TSSWCB selected requirements for a
CNMP based on the TCEQ rules and regulations reddar permitted and unpermitted animal feeding
operations and criteria outlined in the Field Gdfitechnical Guide (FOTG), a publication of the Edit
States Department of Agriculture's Natural Resaif@enservation Service (NRCS). The FOTG
represents the best available technology andesdyrtailored to meet the needs of soil and water
conservation districts all over the nation. Tccketified by the TSSWCB, the local SWCD, the prashic
and the local NRCS Field Office must approve a CNMP

Although there are approximately 70 dairies inklweth Bosque River watershed, only a small number
have been submitted for technical review and ¢eatibn. As of June 1, 2006, the TSSWCB had
certified seven CNMPs. The TSSWCB, Natural Resgsif€onservation Service, and the Texas
Association of Dairymen have held numerous meetmgs dairy producers and technical service
providers since January 2006 in an effort to feadiéi development and submittal.

TEXAS ATRAZINE |NITIATIVE
BACKGROUND

Atrazine is a pre-emergent herbicide primarily usedontrol broadleaf and grassy weeds in corn ang
sorghum. Since it went on the market in 1958, & bhacome the most widely used herbicide in theddnit
States.

It is classified as a restricted use herbicidetdués potential for groundwater contamination.dnsistent
with its restricted use designation, it is commofadynd in Weed and Feed and other home and garden
products, making it not only an agricultural issiet an urban issue as well.

Atrazine, a chlorinated triazine herbicide, actsaaghotosynthesis inhibitor. It is nontoxic to humea
having about the same toxicity as table salt. # ha adverse reproductive effects. It's not teraiog or
mutagenic. Only low levels of bioaccumulation ma&ydxpected in fish organs. It is nontoxic to biadsl
only slightly toxic to aquatic life.
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Atrazine is, however, a possible human carcino@dass C). Due to this, a Maximum Contaminant Level
(MCL) of 3 ug/L (micro-grams per liter) has been establishedifoshed drinking water. A micro-gram
would equate to 0.000,001 grams per liter of water.

Atrazine is persistent in the environment, havineld half-life of 60 days. It is moderately solakin
water and is not removed from drinking water by \@mtional water treatment methods. Activated
carbon, ozonation, cation exchange, and UV treatrmexthods must be used to remove it from drinking
water.

Because of its persistence, solubility, and wideagruse, Atrazine is commonly found in surface wate
A 1993-95 US Geological Survey (USGS) study of ipets in urban and agricultural streams in the
Trinity River Basin found Atrazine in 100% of sareplfrom both sources. This suggests that Atrazine i
both an agricultural and urban problem. The comeéinhs in the agricultural streams were, however,
greater than the concentrations in the urban sgeam

DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEXAS APPROACH

In Texas, testing of Atrazine in drinking water bagin 1993. However, the method used only had 3
detection limit of 3ug/L, and little detection was observed. In 199@, state began using EPA (testing)
Method 525.2, which has a much lower detectiontld®63.g/L. Once the state began using this new
(testing) method, numerous detections began apygearound the state in both surface and groundwate
supplies. Between 1996 and 1999, Atrazine was tbeten 69 water supplies around the state. In sfdit
to drinking water monitoring, some raw water monitg for Atrazine has been performed, but it has
been infrequent and project specific.

In 1995, due to a detection of 9@/L in Marlin City Lake, the Marlin City Manager otacted the
TCEQ-Source Water Assessment and Protection (SWeédhh for assistance. The City of Marlin and
TCEQ-SWAP team then approached EPA for federals@ssie. In 1996, Marlin City Lake was
designated an EPA Region 6 Pilot Source Water roteProgram project.

To deal with the growing number of Atrazine detewst around the state, TCEQ-SWAP formed an
“Atrazine Steering Committee” in 1997 (later, th@mumittee was renamed the “Surface Water Protection
Committee). Committee membership consisted of tB&SWCB, the TDA, Texas A&M University,
Novartis, the USDA- NRCS, the USDA-Agricultural Resch Service (ARS), the Texas Farm Bureau,
the Brazos River Authority, and municipal repreatimes. The committee’s goal was to develop a
strategy to address the numerous detections okigan drinking water in a proactive manner thrioug
BMP implementation and public education.

In 1998, nine reservoirs were listed as impactedtrgzine on the 8303(d) List. One of these, Aguill
Reservoir was listed as impaired by Atrazine. Timenmg annual average at the Aquilla Water Supply|
District’s treatment plant for the second quarted®97 through the first quarter of 1998 was AdiL,
violating the drinking water standard (8/L) and triggering the listing of Aquilla Reservaas an
impaired water of the state. The other eight resiesyLake Bardwell, Joe Pool Lake, Marlin City leak
Lake Lavon, Lake Tawakoni, Richland Chambers Ldleke Waxahachie, and Big Creek Lake, were
listed as threatened by Atrazine.

Following the listing of these reservoirs on th®3@l) List, the state began developing and impleimgn
an initiative to remediate the Atrazine threats smgairments consisting of:
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* Performing a standard TMDL in Aquilla Reservoir
» Building on the Source Water Protection Prograrvlarlin City Lake
» Performing targeted monitoring and implementing BMiPthe 7 threatened lakes

| MPLEMENTATION OF THE ATRAZINE INITIATIVE

The Aquilla TMDL was initiated in November 1998. Was a cooperative effort among the Texas
Agricultural Experiment Station (TAES), Texas Comiwve Extension (TCE), Texas Department of
Agriculture, Texas A&M University, TCEQ, TSSWCB, NIFS, Novartis, and local stakeholders. Over
$500,000 was provided for the Aquilla and Marlimjects through PPG funds, §8319(h), 604(b), Sourced
Water Protection, TCEQ GR, and in-kind contribusioistakeholder committees were formed for the
Marlin and Aquilla projects. Training for pesticidapplicators, demonstration of BMPs, and
TEX*A*SYST was provided by the TAES in cooperatiavith the TCE. The Texas Agricultural

Experiment Station conducted monitoring in the Alguand Marlin Watersheds. SWAT modeling of the
watershed was completed as an in-kind contribugffort of NRCS, TDA, and TCEQ. Economic

analyses of the implementation of BMPs on farmisath watersheds were also completed by the TAES.

The TMDL for Atrazine in Aquilla Reservoir was adegd by the TSSWCB and TCEQ in March 2001,
and was revised in June 2002 in response to consrirem the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
The implementation plan was approved by the TSSVe@&8 TCEQ in January 2002. Region 6 of the
EPA approved the TMDL on October 30, 2002.

The TMDL stated that a load reduction of approxehal5% would result in attainment of the water
guality standards.

The environmental target set for measuring the esgcof the TMDL implementation plan is a running
annual average concentration of Atrazimethe reservoir that does not exceed 3yy/L for two
consecutive years.

The TCEQ and the TSSWCB had the leadership rolesniplementing the project, as well as for
developing the TMDL. The key groups involved in iempenting the plan at the local watershed level
were agricultural producers and city governmentsgi@ally, the key partners were Aquilla Water
Supply District, the Woodrow-Osceola Water Suppbygdration, the Hill County Appraisal District, and
the Hill County-Blackland Soil and Water ConsergatDistrict. The Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE)
and the Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA) alsplemented aspects of the project. The U.S. Armyj|
Corps of Engineers, the federal agency that owdsoaerates the lake, also cooperated.

Since the source of the Atrazine was known, sontieitées were initiated before the TMDL and its

implementation plan were complete. In 1998, the ISRGtablished the Aquilla EQIP Priority Area. From
1998-2003, the NRCS obligated over $2 million tgpiement BMPs in the Aquilla Watershed. Along

with the EQIP funding, the TSSWCB initiated a 83i8ject in 1999 to provide cost-share and technica
assistance through the Hill County-Blackland SW@Denhcourage the implementation of BMPs in the
Aquilla Watershed to reduce sediment and pestitideff from corn and sorghum farms.

In 1999, Aquilla area farmers formed a ProducersaZibhe Action Committee. Meetings featured
speakers on water quality topics and training ostipee application. The Producers Committee
developed a list of BMPs recommended for use inwlagershed, and composed a questionnaire tq
document adoption of BMPs over time. In additidre tommittee met with pesticide dealers to increasg
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dealers’ awareness of the problem and to gain #ssiistance. The practice to incorporate herbidittes
the soil upon application was already adopted lutaB3% of area producers at the end of the fieary
and reached nearly 100% by the third year of tlogept.

In the seven threatened lakes, targeted monthlyitororg was conducted near water supply intakes tg
verify the level of impairment and provide baselidata for future actions. Texas A&M University
conducted the analysis. Water quality sampling ocotetl by the TCEQ was used to measure thq
effectiveness of the practices. In addition, Symgera private corporation that markets Atrazine,
continued its voluntary pesticide-monitoring pragrevith the area’s public water suppliers.

Partners in the program include the TSSWCB, the QCtie TDA, the TPWD, the Texas Agricultural

Experiment Station (TAES), the TCE, and the fed&lalural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
Several other agencies and interested parties wewdved, including the EPA, the Brazos River

Authority, the Sabine River Authority, the AquillVater Supply District, and Syngenta (formerly
Novartis), a private corporation.

Monitoring was completed in August 2003, with theeption of Bardwell and Lake Waxahachie. The
City of Waxahachie continues to sample these lekebtain the needed 36 monthly samples.

Technical and financial assistance was providecbta and sorghum farmers to implement BMPs in the
seven lakes watersheds through 12 TSSWCB 8§319qgsodjended by EPA, over $4.1 million in cost
share and TA was provided to farmers through SWIsnonstrations, monitoring, and modeling were
also conducted through TSSWCB 319 projects to s evaluate the implementation of BMPs in
the seven threatened lakes. Through the TSSWCBR&ifam, almost $4.6 million has been obligated to
address the Atrazine issues in the seven threatekesl

In 2000, the Little River was listed as threatebgdAtrazine. In response to this listing, the TSSBVC
initiated two 319 projects in 2002 to provide teiclhand financial assistance to the area to addies
threat. These efforts were continued in 2003 withgrovision of additional funding. Over $1.1 nahiin
319 funding has been provided to encourage BMPdamphtation.

ATRAZINE INITIATIVE RESULTS— A SUCCESSSTORY

As a result of the Atrazine Initiative, Atrazinenm@ntrations in Aquilla Reservoir have been reduoced

safe levels. Between 1998 and 2003, Atrazine cdratéoms in Aquilla Reservoir have been reduced by
approximately 60%, to amounts lower than those irequfor treated drinking water. There have also
been no Atrazine concentrations higher than thenalble amount at the Aquilla Water Supply Distsct’

drinking water treatment plant. Monitoring will bmntinued on a quarterly schedule to ensure tha
Atrazine concentrations remain at a safe level. BiWPs implemented to help reduce the level of
Atrazine are under contract for five years andagylas they are maintained, the level of detectablé
Atrazine should remain below standards.

Monitoring by TCEQ indicates that Atrazine concatitns in five of the seven lakes have been reduceg
to levels that warrant their reclassification fronneatened. Those lakes are now attaining thes asea
source for treated drinking water.
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The other two lakes, Bardwell and Waxahachie Resexyvare still being monitored. However, trends in
those two reservoirs indicate that they, too, nillonger be classified by the TCEQ as threatenédnw
the next six months.

COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
BACKGROUND

The Texas Coastal Management Program (CMP) wagedréacoordinate state, local, and federal progrion
the management of Texas coastal resources. Thegpndgings in federal Coastal Zone Management BZMA)
funds to Texas state and local entities to impldrpesjects and program activities for a wide variet purposes.
The Coastal Coordination Council (CCC) administeesCMP and is chaired by the Commissioner of th® Gt
comprises the chair or appointed representatives the TPWD, the TCEQ, the TWDB, TxDOT, a membethef
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board,rabmeof the RRC, the director of the Texas A&M Ubnisity
Sea Grant Program and four gubernatorial appoinfée=se members are selected to provide fair reptason for
all aspects concerning coastal issues.

The Council is charged with adopting uniform gaasl policies to guide decision-making by all eastiegulating
or managing natural resource use within the Terastal area. The Council reviews significant adtitaken or
authorized by state agencies and subdivisionariagtadversely affect coastal natural resourcesterhine their
consistency with the CMP goals and policies. Iditzoh, the Council oversees the CMP Grants Progaadthe
Small Business and Individual Permitting AssistaRoegram.

The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization AmendmentsANRZ), Section 6217, requires each state with an@mul
coastal zone management program to develop a fgdaparovable program to control coastal nonpesinirce
pollution. The Texas CCC appointed a Coastal Narif@durce Pollution Control Program workgroup teelep
this document. The National Oceanic and Atmosph&diministration and the U.S. Environmental Protartti
Agency jointly administer the program. In Texasptagencies hold primary responsibility for the perg's
development and implementation: the Texas CommssioEnvironmental Quality and the TSSWCB.

Section 6217 calls for implementation of managemesdsures (86217(g) measures or (g) measuresyithat
control significant nonpoint sources of pollutiandoastal waters. Six source categories are addrdgsthese
measures: agriculture, forestry, urban and devetpareas, marinas, wetland/riparian areas, andhydr
modification. States can use voluntary approachetmed with existing state authorities to achieve
implementation of management measures. Howewttte ivoluntary mechanisms are not effective, stamest
have backup enforcement authorities in place tarerthat management measures are implemented.

Texas submitted the Texas Coastal Nonpoint Sousttatidn Control Program to EPA and NOAA in Decembe
1998. In October 2000, Texas submitted the Texas@bNPS Control Program 15-year Program StraaegyF-Y
2001-2005 Implementation Plan.

Final findings were issued by NOAA/EPA in July 2008ich contained conditional approval of the peogr The
agricultural and silvicultural portions of the prag were approved without conditions.

CURRENT STATUS

The TSSWCB is responsible for implementing theadgtural and silvicultural management measure$ief t
program. The main mechanism we have for this iSthée’s cost-share program for implementing Wkeality
Management Plans on farms and ranches throughdoiand water conservation districts (SWCD). &eer six
years, more than $300,000 of state funds has tpesn annually in the coastal zone districts to gheeost-share
to implement over 1600 Water Quality Managemenh®la

In addition to state funding, Texas receives §62hding from NOAA for implementing the Coastal Napt
Source Pollution Control Program. For the past isdyears, SWCDs in the Coastal Management Zone hav
received grants from NOAA'’s 86217 Implementatiomésito install agricultural management measuresitir
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the TSSWCB Water Quality Management Plan programis fias been very effective in expanding Texasrefh
carrying out the agricultural portion of its codstanpoint source program.

In March 2004, NOAA issued final guidance for thegram funds. The guidance no longer allows thasdd to
be used to implement agricultural best managem@atipes on private lands. As a result, federatiiiug is no
longer available for SWCDs to implement agricultunanagement measures beginning in FY06. In additree
FYO05 NOAA budget cut the Coastal Nonpoint Sourcufion Control Program funding by 70%. The FY05
amount Texas received was only $112,000. The anwfufiY06 funding for coastal nonpoint source patiot
control programs was only $99,000.

In the meantime, our Water Quality Management Blagram in the coastal management zone continues.

Implementation of the silvicultural management nuees in the coastal zone is through a CWA 8319tdram
the TSSWCB to the Texas Forest Service.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

Tracking WQMPs with TOCA
TOCA is a groundbreaking application that providesew and unprecedented level of water quality
management plan (WQMP) data access to program &irators and technical employees.

After greatly expanding the capability of this dppation beyond its original goals, the agency'stfaver
web-based database application to track agency W@MHBnation was launched in March 2006.

TOCA provides a secure, web-based front-end ta@pcehensive database of WQMP information. The
program is divided into portals to serve each efaheas overseen by the agency regional officels, wi
data input and maintained by regional office staff.additional portal is also available, allowingegies
to be run on all or part of the input data.

Initial goals called for the entry of WQMP datarfraecent fiscal years, however, program succesdo
point has called for a recently revised goal oliipg all WQMP records into the system. With data
entry still active late in the reporting periodialan 6,532 WQMPs and 50,552 conservation prachiads
already been entered into TOCA.

The conservation programs staff, in particularrdggonal office administrative assistants, workkbely
with the IT department in the development and pymiog of TOCA. Future goals for TOCA include
expanding the usefulness of WQMP data through meaeis as the integration of query results with
geographic information systems (GIS) applicatiossduby technical staff.

The application was developed and implemented us@@ntirely with open source software and resulted
in no cost to the agency for software, licensingxiternal support.

Electronic Submission Application for 2008 - 2009 WCD Budget Request

The IT Department, working the fiscal affairs depant and the agency field representatives, deeelop
a new web-based application designed to provida3 &NVCDs a secure, electronic means to complete
their fiscal year 2007 and 2008 budget requestprimgram assistance.

The project was deemed a success after it alloaefd$ter and easier submission of budget requests
when compared to previous years when only papenssions were allowed. Additionally, the
TSSWCB was able to manipulate budget request datamore efficient manner as information collected
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by the application was submitted in a form condedivthe reporting and analysis needed by thelfisca
affairs department.

SWCDs were offered the option of submitting regsiesther with the new electronic system, or through
paper forms, as they had in the past. A future ggofar all submissions to be made electronically.
Approximately 50 percent of SWCDs used the newesysiuring the reporting period. Informal feedback
from SWCDs and agency staff on the system was pesitive.

The application was developed and implemented us@@ntirely with open source software and resulted
in no cost to the agency for software, licensingxiternal support.

2006 TA/Agwater/TSP Reporting Log for Texas SWCDs

The IT department, working closely with the fiseffairs department, developed and launched this web
based application to help track program cost-spayenents. This application for the first time pass
secure, web-accessible information to Texas SWeIased to cost-share data from the Technical
Assistance, Agwater and Technical Service Proypgdegrams. Data is entered and maintained by
TSSWCB executive/administrative assistance staff.

The application was developed and implemented us@@ntirely with open source software and resulted
in no cost to the agency for software, licensingutside support.

TSSWCB IT Support — Electronic Help Desk Support
The IT department rolled out a new electronic ltdpk application designed to help IT staff trackible
tickets and bug reports throughout all areas oatfency's information technology operations.

The system is initially being used to track allogpd issues and, additionally, allow a pilot graxip
employees not in the IT department to self-repatiés and create tickets. A future goal of thigeptas
to provide all employees the option of self-repagtissues, and locating documentation hosted By thi
system, giving agency employees an additional mehasseking technical support.

This application was implemented entirely with ogeunrce software and resulted in no cost to the
agency for software, licensing or outside support.

PuBLIC INFORMATION /EDUCATION REPORT FY06
GENERAL OVERVIEW

The purpose of the public information/educationgpamn is to provide leadership and coordination of
information/education programs relating to the ageand district programs, services, operations ang
resources. The TSSWCB prepares and disseminatés puibrmation relative to the agency and district
functions, programs, events and accomplishmentshfopublic and to farmers and ranchers. TSSWCBH
staff coordinates seminars, conferences, workshdisplays at trade shows and training for district
directors and district bookkeepers, conservatioofgssionals, youth groups and other entities. Staff
provides guidance to districts with their own indival information/education programs as well as
regional and state information/education prograniigated by districts. Staff prepares and dissetema

press releases, news stories and printed promotpoducts. The TSSWCB monitors the use of the
publications and use of information. Staff représerthe agency as needed with various
information/education groups and entities. The T&BNhas a cooperative agreement with the
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Association of Texas Soil and Water Conservatiostridits to provide assistance and help coordinate
district involvement and participation with Assdaa’s Information/Education Committee and its
programs.

2006 YIMMER TEACHER WORKSHOPS

Several teacher workshops are held each summetedohers interested in conservation and naturaj
resource issues. The workshops are held in vapaus of the state in cooperation with the TSSWCB.
The Texas Environmental Education Advisory Committe the Texas Education Agency approves thg
content of these workshops, sponsored by the TSSWABBan approved Environmental Education
Professional Development Provider teachers aretaldet credit hours toward their required contirgui
education units (CEUS), while experiencing nature #he outdoors.

Pedernales SWCD hosted a Teachers Workshop in dol@is/, Texas at the Franklin Family Ranch on
June 13-15, 2006. Topics included grass manages@id, water cycle, plants in the Texas hill coyn
wildlife biology, and prescribed burning.

2006 TEXAS CONSERVATION AWARDS PROGRAM

Each year, the Texas State Soil and Water ConsemvBbard and the Association of Texas Soil and
Water Conservation Districts co-sponsor the Texass€rvation Awards Program to recognize and hono
those who dedicate themselves and their talentegaonservation and wise use of renewable naturg
resources. The 2006 Awards Program marked they/@8r of this joint program.

Local districts select their outstanding individsiak winners and submit them by mid-February eaah y
for regional judging. Those selected as regionainets are honored each May at regional Awards
Banquets. From these regional winners, a state ewim selected for the Outstanding Conservation
Districts, Outstanding Conservation Teacher, PdStattest, and the Essay Contest. These individuals
invited to the Annual State Meeting for recognition

The conservation awards program provides competiémd incentives to expand and improve
conservation efforts, resource development, andease the wise utilization of renewable natural
resources. As a result, soil and water conservaismicts, and both rural and urban citizens ofd%are
benefited.

Soil and water conservation districts may enteirtlogal recognition honorees in any of 10 categ®ri
(East Texas has an additional category of For&atryservationist), depending on appropriateneskdo t
category description. For the youth of the distribere is also a poster and essay contest. Thgarads
and a brief description of each are:

OUTSTANDING CONSERVATIONDISTRICT

Awarded to the winning soil and water conservati@trict in each area for the most outstanding @og
during the past fiscal year.

RESIDENT CONSERVATION RANCHER
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Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatiochar in each area. Theyust be a resident of the
district, perform ranching activities within thesttict and be a cooperator with the district frommiefh the
entry was submitted. The rancher may have oth&nbss or professional interests.

RESIDENT CONSERVATION FARMER

Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatioméa in each area. Theyust be a resident of the
district, perform farming activities within the tli€t and be a cooperator with the district fromievhthe
entry was submitted. The farmer may have otheinbgs or professional interests.

ABSENTEE CONSERVATIONFARMER/RANCHER

Awarded to the outstanding absentee conservationefaor rancher in each area. Thayst reside
outside the district, but operate farming or ranching\atiés within the district and be a cooperator with
the district from which the entry was submittedheTperson may have other business or professiona
interests.

WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

Awarded to the outstanding Water Quality Managentan recipient in each area. Theyst be a
district cooperator who has a district approved &v&uality Management Plan and has incorporated
water quality into their farming or ranching acties and soil and water conservation work.

ESSAYCONTEST—TWO CATEGORIES (THOSE 13 AND UNDER AND THOSE14 TO 18 YEARS OF AGH

Essays (topic: “Celebrate Conservation”) are tademitted to local soil and water conservationriditst

for local judging. Each local district will judgee entries and submit three essays to the TSSWICB f
competition on the area level. Plaques will beraed to £, 2"¢ and & place winners on the area level
and state winners will be selected from the areanens. This contest is open to students, in twog
categories, one for those ages 13 and under, andttier category for those ages 14 to 18 yearg®f a
and does not jeopardize Texas University Interstm League eligibility.

POSTERCONTEST

Posters should address one of the following sutije€ttood for the Future” or “The Living Soil”. Bters
shall be submitted to local soil and water condeadistricts for local judging. Each local distrwill
judge the entries and submit three posters to 8&WCB for competition on the area level. Plaquiis w
be awarded to the’12"¥ and & place winners on the area level and state winwérde selected from
the area winners. This contest is open to studé@tsears and under, and does not jeopardize Texa
University Interscholastic League eligibility.

BUSINESSYPROFESSIONAL I NDIVIDUAL

Awarded to the outstanding man or woman in the fass community who has rendered the mosit
unselfish conservation service in each area. Reptatives of the news media (radio, television,
newspaper, magazines, etc) who contribute to arngecsupport for conservation shall also be considle
eligible for this award. (This award is not fordimidual conservation practices or individuals who,
because of employment, assist with or augment tité& of the soil and water conservation district.)
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CONSERVATION TEACHER

Awarded to the outstanding teacher of conservatiathools in each area. Teachers of all gradeldev
are eligible for this award.

WILDLIFE CONSERVATIONIST

Awarded to the outstanding wildlife conservationiseach area. Thayust be a district cooperator who
has incorporated wildlife conservation into theirrhing and ranching activities.

CONSERVATIONHOMEMAKER

Awarded to the outstanding conservation homemakeiach area. The homemaker and or fammilyst
own or operate a farm or ranch, be a district coatpe and have knowledge of the conservation progra
being implemented.

CONSERVATIONDISTRICT EMPLOYEE

Awarded to the outstanding soil and water consematlistrict employee who exhibits a degree of
knowledge, skill, ability, and leadership that clgaesults in superior job performance far aboke t
basic requirements of the position.

FORESTRYCONSERVATIONIST (AREA |V ONLY)

Awarded to the outstanding forestry conservatioftisthe most outstanding farm forestry conservatio
program in the commercial forest areas of Texdseymust be a district cooperator or an individual who
has implemented conservation practices on thet éard has done missionary work for conservation ang
the district program.

SOIL & WATER STEWARDSHIP PUBLIC SPEAKING CONTEST

The Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Cdntespen to high school FFA students interested in
conservation. The contest is aimed at broadenindests’ interest and knowledge of conservation ang
how individuals must depend on and take care ofwhdd around them for survival. The contest is
coordinated through the Texas FFA, with contestshat local, area and state level. Local winners
compete in the 10 state FFA areas and those wirmoenpete for the state title. The theme of the 200§
contest is “Water Wise.”

To prepare for the contest, students were to comstll their Agriculture Science teacher and worikhw
their local soil and water conservation distridudgnts are encouraged to visit with their local@Wo
find out more about conservation practices in thesa.

This project is a partnership between the Texas, FR&Vocational Agriculture Teacher's Associatidn
Texas, The Texas State Soil and Water ConservBiand, and the Association of Texas Soil and Wate
Conservation Districts. The State Winner of thel 8od Water Stewardship Public Speaking Contest ig
invited to attend the Annual State Meeting each ged asked to deliver their winning address.
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WILDLIFE ALLIANCE FOR YOUTH

The Wildlife Alliance for Youth (WAY) contests offepportunities at the local district level for 4and
FFA students to demonstrate their knowledge of dotdoors on wildlife habitat and management,
wildlife laws, sportsmanship and other factual miation on wildlife. The program offers scholarshtp
contest winners. It is a powerful tool for studetdsbecome involved in conservation and obtain an
appreciation for wildlife.

Agriculture Science students, who compete in theYJontest, first acquire the foundational knowledge
and skills for this event through the Agscience 38Wildlife and Recreation Curriculum. The WAY
contests address the following nine subject ared¥iidlife and Recreation Management: Wildlife Rlan
Identification; Wildlife Plant Preferences; Wildhf Biological Facts; Wildlife Habitat; Habitat
Management; Game Laws; Hunter and Boater Safetynpass and Pacing; and Identification
Techniques. Students should have an understantlihgse subject areas before they compete.

The WAY contests are held in the five Texas Staig &d Water Conservation Board areas. Area IV
(East Texas) holds their contest in the fall. Axe&North Central), Area | (Panhandle), Area Il (Wes
Texas) and Area lll (South Texas) all hold theintests in the spring. Each team is certified todlrea
level by their local SWCD. The WAY State Contesheld each year in one of the geographical areas ¢
the state. About 600 high school students patteijn the statewide competition.

The TSSWCB is the lead agency in sponsoring andnizgng the contests. The Association of Texas

Soil and Water Conservation Districts, USDA- NatlRasources Conservation Service, Texas Parks anf

Wildlife Commission, Cooperative Extension serviaed the Texas Education Agency, along with local
soil and water conservation districts (SWCD), alitper in the success of the youth organization.

STATE WOODLAND CLINIC AND CONTEST
The Texas State Woodland Clinic and Contest is heltually in the month of April. It is a joint eft
between local soil and water conservation distristephen F. Austin University School of Forestng a

the NRCS-USDA.

The contest is an opportunity for 4-H and FFA yagtldemonstrate their expertise in different aspett

forestry management and skills in identification méeded practices and management techniques.

Competition is between teams composed of four mesnkepresenting either a 4-H Club or a FFA
Chapter. Prior to the state contest several lasalicts conduct contests for 4-H Clubs and FFA s
within their district and the surrounding area.

The contest began in the late 1950s and was gutiby local SWCDs and timber industry personnel to
develop forestry and woodland curriculum in schdolthe commercial timber area of the state (Eas
Texas Piney Woods). The clinic and contest hayeeeenced widespread popularity and now has
participation from outside of the commercial timlagea on a regular basis. The state participatoel |
for teams averages around 55 teams per year, gtlvast majority of teams being composed of FFA
Chapters. Winners at the state level are eligiblearticipate in the four states regional woodlaodtest
held each May in one of four states. Texas, Lansj Arkansas and Oklahoma host the regional donte
on a rotational basis.
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REGIONAL WOODLAND CONTEST

The four states regional woodland contest is speasby soil and water conservation districts inheatc
the four states with program and technical suppartided by USDA-NRCS and Resource Conservation
and Development (RC&D), state organizations andisty personnel. The soil and water conservation
districts in Texas hosted the first four statesarthern regional woodland contest in 1984.

Each state is allowed to send a maximum of six seémnthe regional contest. Each state has &
competition that determines the six teams from #tate that may enter in the regional contest. @hos
teams may be composed of individuals representthgrea 4-H Club or an FFA Chapter.

CONSERVATION EDUCATION VIDEO LIBRARY

The Association of Texas Soil and Water Consermdiistricts has established and updates a
conservation related video library that is mainedilby TSSWCB staff on their behalf for the benefit
local districts and educators. Currently therel®4 conservation-related videos in the library e to
districts and teachers. No rental fees are assésskdse wishing to borrow the videos from thediy.
Borrowing privileges are for a length of two weelsl must be returned upon date specified by the
librarian. Videos can be ordered through your I@call and water conservation district or by contagt
the TSSWCB. From January to June, there have B2&ideos of various titles loaned out to districts
and teachers across the state.

CONSERVATION EDUCATION M ODELS

The Nonpoint Source Pollution Watershed Flow Maaied the Groundwater Flow Model allow students
to understand how water supplies can become pdllfiem nonpoint sources through interactive
demonstrations.

NONPOINT SOURCE (NPS) RoLLUTION WATERSHED FLOW MODEL

The NPS model is a hands-on representation ofdstape that allows students to understand how watgr
sources can become polluted from nonpoint sourtls. plastic landscape structure has industrial,
undeveloped, agricultural, and residential and wa@gdfeatures complete with individual houses, trees
cars, tractors and cows. When "rain" falls on tredet, the runoff flows into a city lake. Using vauis
products to add color to the water, the model destrates how potential pollutants are picked upuy r
off.

The model is a layout of a watershed that inclualeshe factors that may contribute to pollutingr ou
water. (Urban features such as: factories, parkitsy construction sites, lawn chemicals and golirses
and Rural features such as: forested land, dai@esllots, cropland and pastureland). To demomstrat
how each type of potential pollutant can enter aews&ody Kool-Aid and cocoa are used to color
“runoff’. Grape Kool-Aid is used to represent poibn from factories and oil from parking lots and
roads. Orange Kool-aid represents pollution fromnlachemicals, golf courses, and cropland andj
pastureland chemicals. Cocoa is used to represdiotion from construction sites, forested landirigs
and feedlots. The Kool-aid and Cocoa are sprinklethe model in the areas that represent eachatype
pollutant. Once all the pollutants are sprinkledtiee model a spray bottle with water is use toesgnt
rainfall. As the pollutants get wet and start woaff the students can see how the water carres to
the streams and into the lake where we get oukidignwater. Once all the pollutants have run itfte
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lake the students can see how these factors havpadiential to make surface waters unattractive ang
unsafe. This demonstration leads to a discussiontaiiow to protect the water quality and prevent ou
water from looking like the model.

GROUNDWATERFLOW MODEL

This model shows a cross-section of soil layer$aitlake, a lagoon, and several wells represeitted.
uses a vacuum pump to make the water move thrdweghdil layers and injection dyes to help visualize
the flow of groundwater though soil and demonsgrdtew pollutants can travel in groundwater. The
model demonstrates both percolation and the moveofegroundwater due to pumping. Accompanied
by an instructional video with tips on the setugggentation and cleanup, the model is useful asy tea
use.
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Salary and Wages
Other Personnel
Professional Fees
Fuel and Lubricants
Consumables
Utilities

Travel

Rent - Building
Rent - Machine
Other Operating
Grants

Lapse

Total

FISCAL YEAR 2006
EXPENDITURES AS OF MAY 30, 2006

SWCD BRUSH
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
$ 481,879 $ 130,511
$ 18,000 $ 2,200
$ - $ -
$ - $ 4,275
$ 2,802 $ 837
$ 10,399 $ 3,350
$ 104,490 $ 12,979
$ 14,023 $ 9,712
$ 3,226 $ 883
$ 32,331 $ 5,471
$ 1,989,164 $ 318,009
$ - $ -
$ 2,656,314 $ 488,227

L A A - S - B - B - 2R -~ B - S - B -

319 GRANT
PROGRAM

220,398
5,791
628
5,478
948
19,318
9,707
1,638
618,319

2,186,631

3,068,856

503/POULTRY INDIRECT
PROGRAM ADMIN. TOTAL

$ 898,211 $ 236,230 $ 1,967,229
$ 23,138 $ 12,170 $ 61,299
$ - $ 16,000 $ 16,000
$ 16,924 $ - $ 21,827
$ 8,404 $ 1,191 $ 18,712
$ 15,114 $ 2,829 $ 32,640
$ 35,303 $ 34,431 $ 206,521
$ 79,971 $ 6,701 $ 120,114
$ 15,004 $ 1,796 $ 22,547
$ 65,696 $ 8,028 $ 729,845
$ 712,809 $ - $ 5,206,613
$ - $ - $ -
$ 1870574 $ 319,376 $ 8,403,347
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Ongoing Clean Water Act, 8319(h) Grant Program Projects

|Tit|e Description Lead Start End Federal|
00-01 Administration of the FY2000 CWA  Administer/manage the FYO0 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 2/1/2007 $151,477
Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silviculturalagreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
NPS Management Program project cooperators on administrative related issuel
manage the financial aspects of each contract.
00-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FYO0 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 2/1/2007 $246,972
Project agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.
01-01 Administration of the FY2001 CWA  Administer/manage the FYO1 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 4/1/2008 $243,674
Section 319(h) agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS project cooperators on administrative related issuel
Management Program manage the financial aspects of each contract.
01-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY01 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 4/1/2008 $308,390
Project agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstinat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.
01-15 WQMP Initiative for the Pork Industry This objective of this project is to determine theps TPPA 2/3/2006 8/31/2006 $21,000
needed to assist unpermitted nonpoint source padugers
in meeting the requirements of the Texas WatereCodl
Texas Administrative Code 8321.47 through the stefoé
development of water quality management plans (WQWP
certified in accordance with Texas Agriculture Code
§201.026. The project will consist of the develemt)
implementation, and demonstration of WQMPs contagni
cost-effective alternative manure and wastewateage
facilities on two pork operations chosen by theasRork
Producers Association (TPPA).
01-16 Environmental Regulatory Oversight To provide the Texas State Soil & Water Conservatio TAMU - Eco- 2 /28/2006 2/28/2007 $103,362

Board guidance and assistance related to statedlede
environmental requirements for unpermitted anireatiing
operations

Environmental
Services

Attachment 2
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Title

01-17 Extending TMDL Efforts in the NBR
Watershed

Description Lead

This project will provide storm and routine monitay of TIAER
tributaries that contribute nonpoint source loaditgan

impaired water body in order to assess agricultNRS

reductions. A final report will be developed asaes

preexisting and post-TMDL implementation effects.

Start End Federal

3/31/2006 3/30/2008 $441,755

01-18 Seymour Supplemental

The main goal of this project is to demonstrate ag@ment TWRI
practices that mitigate nitrate movement in thewithin

the Seymour Aquifer region. This project will geaier and

extend new knowledge to enhance Best Management

Practices (BMPs) for nutrient and irrigation marraget

within the Seymour Aquifer through establishmenaof

subsurface drip irrigation system at the ChillietResearch

Station. This project will also provide additiomakources

for quantifying and verifying the effectivenessBNIP

implementation in reducing nitrate levels withime thquifer.

3/15/2006 4/1/2007  $83,254

01-19 ENVIROCAST

The project Envirocast®: Increasing Nonpoint Source NCTCOG
Pollution Prevention through Watershed Awareneshéen

Upper Trinity River Watershed will introduce enviraental

news and information at the local level specificdesigned

to raise citizen’s understanding, appreciation, taeatment

of environmental issues at the watershed scale. pfdject

is expected to make environmental science accedsilal

significantly greater audience than any previouscation

program in the North Central Texas region and thpey

Trinity River Watershed

3/1/2006 3/1/2007 $390,000

01-20 TSSWCB NPS Team Support

Provide technical assistance for FY01 - FY05 (aeygbind) TSSWCB
CWA 319(h) agricultural and silvicultural projecad to

ensure that the projects meet all technical reqergs and

are successfully completed in a timely fashion.

3/1/2006 3/1/2007  $42,400

01-21 Maintaining Sediment Prevention

structures in McCulloch County

Attachment 2

To provide coordinated assessment between the TESWC McCulloch SWCD 5/1 /2006 1/31/2008 $338,398
through Repair of Floodwater-retardingthe McCulloch SWCD, and USDA-NRCS, with respect to

implementation, and restoration of water qualityhia
Brady Creek and Deep Creek Watersheds locatednwithi
McCulloch County. Repair floodwater-retarding stures in
McCulloch County. To compile information on the aép
success concerning the floodwater-retarding strestu
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Title

Description Lead Start

End

Federal

02-01

Administration of the FY2002 CWA  Administer/manage the FY02 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB
Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silviculturalagreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with

NPS Management Program

project cooperators on administrative related issuel
manage the financial aspects of each contract.

4 /1 /2009

$304,132

02-02

Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY02 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB

Project

agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are
successfully completed in a timely fashion.

4 /1 /2009

$311,290

02-05

Little River Atrazine Remediation

Project will provide corn & sorghum producers ie thttle Central Texas 4 /9 /2002
River watershed with an opportunity to participatevater SWCD

quality educational activities, technical assist&arand

financial assistance for implementation of BMPseiduce

atrazine runoff.

8 /31/2007

$483,482

02-06

Little River Atrazine Remediation

Project will provide corn & sorghum producers ie thttle Little River - San 4 /29/2002
River watershed with an opportunity to participatevater Gabriel SWCD

quality educational activities, technical assist&arand

financial assistance for implementation of BMRs;educe

atrazine runoff.

12/31/2006

$328,482

02-11

Phosphorus Index

Determine the effects of selected soil propertresneasured TCE 9 /27/2002
and predicted P runoff. Compare and correlate r@iffesoil

test & soil solution extractable P levels to rur@ffvalidate

and/or modify the TX P Index as a predictive tawl f

classification of field sites relative to P losdqttial.

3/31/2007

$203,178

02-12

Three - Technicians

Three technicians will work under the directiorSMWCDs, Southmost, Shelby 9 /11/2002
with assistance when needed from the TSSWCB relgiona & Ellis-Prairie

offices, and NRCS to assist landowners in the agwaént, SWCD's

implementation, &or maintenance of WQMPs/BMPs.

Technicians will be placed in three SWCDs and wdkk in

adjacent SWCDs through cooperative agreements batwe

the participating SWCDs.

3/31/2007

$695,389

02-13

Oso Creek/Oso Bay Watershed
Implementation Assistance

Technical assistance will be provided by Nueces Svd@d Nueces SWCD & 12/1 /2002
TSSWCB Harlingen Regional Office to landowners with TAMU AREC

Oso Creek/Oso Bay Watershed (CO)

to develop and implement WQMPs within the watershed

12/31/2006

$544,302
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Title

02-15 Water Quality Information/Education

Description

Development of newspaper articles, informational
brochures/flyers, display exhibits and promotiomaterials
that include both water quality and water

conservation messages to increase public awareness.

Lead Start

TSSWCB 3/31/2002

End

3/31/2007

Federal

$135,000

02-20 Saltwater Revegetation

Demonstration project designed to show conservation
practices and different seeding and mulching megtiod
establish best grass cover.

Young SWCD  5/4 /2005

3/31/2007

$15,060

03-01 Administration of the FY2003 CWA
Section 319(h)
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Administer/manage the FY03 CWA 319(h) cooperative
agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
project cooperators on administrative related issuel
manage the financial aspects of each contract.

TSSWCB

5/3 /2010

$154,231

03-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY03 CWA 319(h)

Project

agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are
successfully completed in a timely fashion.

TSSWCB

5/3 /2010

$245,109

03-04 Texas Silviculture BMP Effectiveness
Study

Project will serve to quantify improvements in theality of
surface water in East Texas. Established TSSWCBARQ
Program will continue as part of

this project to increase coordination among alitiexst
involved.

TFS 716 /2003

9 /30/2006

$367,620

03-05 Sam Rayburn WQMP Implementation
Supplemental

Provide financial assistance to landowners for
development/implementation of WQMPs. Foster
coordinated technical assistance activities in Sayburn
Reservoir and Toledo Bend Reservoir watershedsdmetw
TSSWCB, SWCD, NRCS, and other interested indivislual
Compile info. On the location/types of BMPs for W@
implemented.

Shelby SWCD 7 /1/2003

3/31/2007

$350,000

03-06 E.V. Spence Saltcedar

Provide technical and financial assistance toward
implementation of targeted brush control activifiesthe
purpose of reducing NPS loadings from

saltcedar in the E.V. Spence Reservoir.

TSSWCB 11/1 /2003

3/31/2007

$2,208,446

03-07 Bacteria Monitoring for Buck Creek

Monitor water quality as related to bacterial NRugion in
Buck Creek by in-stream water sampling to faddéitAMDL
definitions and guidance if needed.

TWRI 11/18/2003

3/31/2007

$247,198

Attachment 2
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03-08

Title

Nitrate Impacts in Groundwater

Description

Project will design and implement a cover crop
demonstration using three different winter coverpsrand
one bare soil.

Lead

TCE

Start End Federal

11/24/2003 4/30/2007 $98,341

03-09

Central Texas WQMP Implementation
Supplemental

Project will provide additional funding for the arigg
implementation efforts in the Little River watershe
TSSWCB projects (02-5 & 02-6) entitled Central Texa
Atrazine Remediation Project.

Little River - San
Gabriel & Central
Texas SWCD

10/31/2003 8/31/2007 $424,080

03-10

Technologies for Animal Waste
Pollution

Proposal provides for testing of new technologesighed
for reducing water pollution associated with animal
production systems, principally dairies.

Focus is restricted to reducing P in dairy wagteashs.

TWRI and BAEN

11/24/2003 3/31/2007 $227,793

03-11

Leaf Beetle Demonstration

Project will demonstrate the usefulness of biolatijc
treating saltcedar in the Colorado River Basinriretort to
reduce NPS pollution loadings resulting from saltmeon
agricultural lands.

ARS-USDA

1/15/2004 3/31/2007  $99,246

03-12

Navarro WQMP Implementation
Supplemental

Project will provide additional funding for the amigg
implementation efforts in the Richland-ChambersdResir
watershed. TSSWCB F321projects (00-5) entitled INort
Central Texas Atrazine Remediation Project.

Navarro SWCD

12/10/2003 10/31/2006 $430,279

03-14

Edge of Field Monitoring

Project will monitor and evaluate the P reductiapabilities
of a state of the art methane digester instalfed dairy
facility in the North Bosque River watershed opiagin
conjunction with a CNMP.

BRA

11/18/2003 1/31/2008 $96,081

03-15

Reducing Atrazine Losses in Central TRemonstrate effects of alternative tillage practi€e

atrazine application practices on protecting weteality by
reducing atrazine losses; validate
simulation model with measured atrazine losses.

TCE

11/24/2003 3/31/2007 $101,271

03-16

Atrazine Modeling

Purpose of project is to determine, using a wagatshodel
(SWAT), effects of applying BMPs on atrazine loagino
streams, rivers, and lakes in 7 watersheds.

NRCS-WRAT

3/30/2004 11/30/2006 $158,400
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Title Description Lead Start End Federal
03-18 Bosque Watershed Coordinator Objectives include identifying and tracking progres all BRA 12/3 /2003 3/31/2007 $190,815
pollution prevention projects and measures that are
currently underway, tracking rules & regulations
that affect operations of entities in the watershediewing
water quality data for trend I.D., providing opponities for
efficient/effective use of resources.
04-01 Administration of the FY2004 CWA  Administer/manage the FY04 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 6/1/2011 $154,220
Section 319(h) agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS project cooperators on administrative related issuel
Management Program manage the financial aspects of each contract.
04-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY04 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 6/1/2011 $375,231
Project agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are
successfully completed in a timely fashion.
04-03 Athletic Field Topdressing as a Overall project goal: Gain commercial acceptancklefd Leon-Bosque  8/4 /2004 3/31/2007 $300,000
Commercial Market for Compost from of compost and sand for topdressing of athletidie RC&D
Dairy Manure (Field of Dreams Projectjhrough demonstration on athletic fields.
04-04 Field Validation of the Texas P Index irEffects of selected soil properties in Sam RaylReservoir TCE 8/18/2004 8/31/2007 $390,657
the Poultry Areas of Texas and Lake O’ the Pines watersheds and other poultry
producing areas of the state in East &
South Central Texas to measure & predict P runadf a
compare and correlate Mehlich 11l and soil solutsmiuble P
extracts to runoff P.
04-05 Creekside Conservation Program Protect Central Texas Highland Lakes by providing LCRA 8 /3 /2004 8/31/2007 $507,300
technical/financial assistance to landowners thinatheg
LCRA's Creekside Conservation Program.
Assess NPS reductions resulting from Creekside €waton
Program.
04-06 Modeling Nutrient Loads from Poultry Collect GIS, land use, management, and measuradatat NRCS-WRAT  4/11/2005 3/31/2008 $96,000

Operations in the

selected watersheds. Where measured data is deailab

Toledo Bend & Sam Rayburn Reservoicalibrate SWAT watershed model

Watersheds

Attachment 2

to measured flow, sediment and nutrients. Simulatgent
load for current, pre and post conditions.
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Title Description Lead Start End Federal
04-07 Technical Assistance and Provide technical assistance to landowners in dgisy and Jack SWCD 8/12/2004 8/31/2007 $100,000
Implementation in West Fork of the implementing WQMPs within the West Fork of Trinity
Trinity River Watershed River Watershed.
04-08 WQMP Implementation Assistance in Coordinate technical assistance activities in thiedn Zapata SWCD 8/17/2004 8/31/2007 $461,290
Falcon Reservoir Reservoir Drainage Area in Zapata County between
Drainage Area in Zapata Co. TSSWCB, SWCD, NRCS, & Kika De La
Garza PMC. Inventory & map land uses & current mgmt
practices within the targeted watershed. Provide
technical/financial assistance to landowners
to aid in development/implementation of WQMPs.
04-09 Seymour Aquifer Water Quality The main goal of this project is reduce the nittatels in Haskell, Knox and 8/19/2004 8/31/2007 $764,054
Improvement the Seymour Aquifer. Project will provide irrigason Jones SWCD
Haskell, Knox, and Jones counties with
opportunity to participate in water quality eduoatl
activities, technical assistance, financial assistdor
implementation of BMPs, in order to
improve water quality in Seymour Aquifer.
04-10 Phytoremediation of excessively high General objective of this project is to reduce acefwater TAES - 8 /30/2004 8/31/2007 $238,859
phosphorus soils and contamination in the north Bosque River from sqiplied P Stephenville
subsequent reduced P runoff into Northof dairy manure origin.
Bosque River
04-11 Watershed Protection Plan Assess the Pecos River Basin and increase land@mder TWRI 8 /25/2004 8/31/2007 $709,381
Development for the Pecos River stakeholder involvement through educational efforts
Watershed Protection Plan based on the river basin
assessment.
04-12 Little Wichita River Watershed Project will provide assessment of existing andeptial TIAER 8/15/2004 8/31/2007 $90,090
Protection Plan water quality problems associated with NPS pollutiothe
Little Wichita River Basin &
provide watershed plan to improve and protect wattitity
within the basin.
04-13 Development of a Watershed Project will provide assessment of existing anceptil UCRA 8 /25/2004 8/31/2007 $375,240

Protection Plan for the Concho River
Basin

water quality threats related to on-going NPS wat#iution
within the Concho River basin
and will also provide a Watershed Protection Plan.
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Title Description Lead Start End Federal

04-14 Assessment and Mitigation of Northeast Texas Municipal Water District Assessment NETMWD 8/3/2004 3/31/2007 $442,805
Agricultural and Other NPS Project and On-Site Sewage System Replacementdmnogr
Activities in the Cypress Creek Basin. Primary goal of project is evaluate effectiveneissatected
BMPs in reducing nutrient inputs to Big Cypressédkrand
Lake O’ Pines by documenting runoff quality frortesi
representing dominant soil & land use types, withBMPs.
Implemented/replace failing septic systems.

04-15 Mathematical Model for Dispersal of Goal of project is aid in Implementation Plan falf&te and ARS-USDA 10/27/2004 8/31/2007 $136,724
Leaf Beetle Diorhabda elongata from Total Dissolved Solids (TMDLS) in the J.B. Thomasy.
Old World released in U.S. for Biologic&8pence and O.H. Ivey Reservoirs by biological cdrdf
Control of Invasive Saltcedar saltcedar in riparian areas along the ColoradoRit/&exas
and its tributaries.

04-16 Nueces Basin Headwaters StewardshifJsing public education, project will concentratevaater NRA 9/1/2004 8/31/2007 $170,703
Project quality concerns, impairments, and threats to wauietity
and streambed conditions in five
headwater stream segments of the Nueces River.Basin

04-17 T-STAR The purpose of this project is to develop anditeatpilot TCE 2 /24/2005 8/31/2007 $440,503
watershed the educational component of the T-STAR
Program which provides agricultural
producers and allied industry with a combination of
production and environmental training.

04-18 BMP Verification in Richland-Chamber¥erify effectiveness of nutrient load reduction BMia the TAES(BRC) 8/1/2005 7/1/2008 $237,722
Watershed Richland-Chambers watershed.
04-19 Regional Watershed Coordinator Successfully facilitate and coordinate watershathmping TSSWCB 8/31/2007 $145,249

activities in the Wharton Regional Office servicea
through a pilot project.

05-01 Administration of the FY2005 CWA  Administer/manage the FY05 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 9/1/2011 $104,480
Section 319(h) agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS project cooperators on administrative related issuel
Management Program manage the financial aspects of each contract.

05-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY05 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 9/1/2011 $310,426
Project agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects

meet all technical requirements and are
successfully completed in a timely fashion.
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05-03

Title

Ellis Prairie SWCD Project

Description

Provide technical/financial assistance to qualifyjfmoducers
on appropriate BMPs to reduce sediment, nutrend,

pesticide runoff and provide water quality eduaagicevents.

Lead

Ellis-Prairie
SWCD

Start

8 /1 /2005

End

8 /31/2008

Federal

$433,700

05-04

Silvicultural NPS Abatement

This project will reduce significant risks to watgrality
from silvicultural NPS pollution by implementing BR$ and
increasing silvicultural NPS awareness by compdesin
statewide evaluation of silvicultural BMP implematibn,
providing technical assistance, education, coottinaand
monitoring the effectiveness of forestry BMPs.

TFS

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$574,521

05-05

Watershed Education

The purpose of this project will be to develop detiver an
educational curriculum which functions to suppbs t
TSSWCB's effort to prepare a Watershed Protectian i
the target watershed.

TWRI-TCE

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$358,041

05-06

PLAN

To educate 3rd party applicators of poultry litiethe
environmental benefits of using proper application
management techniques on new sites.

TCE

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$210,002

05-07

Impact of Proper Fertilizer

Implement fertilizer management practices on cattéd and
pasture fields to demonstrate the importance iofyus
proper management relating to application methodng,
and rate, and conduct demonstration/educatioizitaes
on the importance of proper organic fertilizer ngaraent.

TCE

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$186,352

05-08

Peach Creek Project

Developing, implementing and maintaining WQMPs and
provide technical assistance to agricultural predsiin the
Peach Creek watershed.

Gonzales SWCD

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2006

$465,123

05-09

Lake Granger Project

The Brazos River Authority will facilitate the ddepment
of a Watershed Protection Plan for the Lake Granger
Watershed. This project will also provide the IeitRiver-
San Gabriel and Taylor SWCDs with funding for teichti
financial assistance to implement BMPs through
conservation planning.

BRA

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$814,168

05-10

Arroyo Education Project

Educate agricultural producers on how to bettedpce and
manage their acreage and support and promote ag=ibci
programs implementing BMPs related to water quality
protection.

TWRI

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$103,959
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Title Description Lead Start End Federal

05-12 Arroyo WQMP Project Provide technical assistance to landowners toreilla Hidalgo SWCD 9/1/2005 8/31/2008 $970,478
development and implementation of a minimum of 78
WQMPs in the Arroyo Colorado Watershed.

05-13 Composting Support - DMES Project will coordinate compost activities in Boscand TSSWCB 9/1/2005 9/30/2006 $228,000
Leon watershed among all entities involved. Provide
financial/technical assistance to offset
costs of transporting raw manure to compost faedlit
Continuation of 00-8 & 02-8.
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BRUSH CONTROL PROGRAM STATUS REPORT

GENERAL STATUS REPORTS

BACKGROUND:

The 79" Legislature continued funding for the State Brush Control Program by providing
$1,874,176.00 in General Revenue Funds in FY 06. These funds were directed to be used
for continuation of brush control projects designated by the Soil and Water Conservation

Board.
Unobligated Funds

Watershed Acres Under Contract ($) Treated Acres
North Concho 34,039 * $51,236.00 302,074
Pedernales 13,327 $0.00 57,208
Twin Buttes 76,564 * $44,632.00 178,829
Lake Ballinger 1,497 * $24,662.00 7,294
Oak Creek Lake 2,891 $22,800.00 16,055
Pecan Creek 0 $ - 11,982
Mountain Creek Lake 0 $ = 1440
Champion Creek 4,923 $ - 14,909
Spring Creek/Dove Creek 7,245 $ - 30,571
Pecos (Saltcedar) 8,931 $ 25,000.00 7,274
Upper Colorado
(Saltcedar) 823 $ 25,000.00 823

Total Acres Treated 628,459

* Unobligated funds contracted pending SWCD approval.
Staff Activities

* Provided the following SWCD with Brush Program Updates or Brush Program
Assistance
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North Concho SWCD Nolan County SWCD Middle Concho
SWCD

Eldorado-Divide SWCD Tom Green County SWCD
Mitchell County SWCD Pedernales SWCD
Runnels SWCD Gillespie County SWCD
Middle Clear Fork SWCD Devils River SWCD

Trans Pecos SWCD Crockett County SWCD
Midland SWCD Pecos County SWCD

* 10 Landowners assisted with Brush Contracts

* 27 Landowners assisted with Brush Certifications

» 5 Salt Cedar Certifications Reviewed

» 2 Salt Cedar Contracts and Conservation Plans Reviewed

»  Work with landowners and contractors to research current cost on bush control

* Assisted with House Ag and Livestock Committee hearing

* Assisted with booth at the RC&D convention in Wichita Falls

» Assisted with Invasive Species Council meeting in Austin

* Assisted with Invasive Species Tour in Harlingen

» Assisted with Brochure for North Concho River Project

» Assisted Department of Interior with request for matching dollars on the Twin
Buttes
Basin Project

* Assisted with Booth at Texas Southwest Cattle Raisers Convention
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